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ABSTRACT 
THE RED RIVER GORGE: THE EXISTENCE OF "RECREATIONAL NICHES" 
AND THEIR MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 
Until the late 1960's, the Red River Gorge was just one 
of the more beautiful narts of the Daniel Boone National 
Forest. At this time, the Army Corps of Engineers proposed 
to dam the river for flood control, water supply, and 
recreation purposes. Intense opposition to the project 
generated considerable publicity and the Gorge area experienced 
substantial increases in visitation. The result has been 
not only severe environmental degradation but extensive 
overcrowding as well. These trends are presently overtaxing 
management capabilities of the United States Forest Service. 
'Ihe most pressing issue has come to be how to effectively 
manage this area to oreserve both its ecological and social 
attractiveness. In an effort to provide management agencies 
with some important social parameters of recreation in Red 
River Gorge, this report examines the recreationists' socio-
demographic characteristics, the recreational activities 
engaged in, their density tolerance levels, and their 
preferences for development of the area. Eleven ''recreational 
niches" (defined as a specific location within a recreation 
area occupied by visitors pursuing different kinds of 
iii 
leisure-time activities) were identified. Preservation of 
the niches are recommended as a means for maintaining both 
the ecological and social diversity of the Red 1iver Gorge. 
Descriptors: 
Identifiers: 
Recreation Facilities*; Recreation Demand*; Recreation; 
Wild Rivers; Tourism; Management Planning 
River Recreation Management; Social Carrying Capacity; 
Recreational Niches; Visitor Preferences 
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CHAPTER I - RED RIVER GORGE: THE ISSUE 
Recent Historical Background 
The Red River Gorge in central Kentucky lies 
approximately fifty miles southeast of Lexington and is 
probably best known for its natural features. It is a place 
of remarkable scenic beauty characterized by extremely 
rugged topography. Bold cliffs and high sandstone bluffs 
overlook the winding. boulder-strewn river fed by numerous 
wooded ridges and _the tributaries and springs, 
narrow hollows are filled 
The steep. 
with shelters, caves and geo-
logical formations. Over one hundred natural arches and 
countless rock shelters have been identified in the area. 
Trickling waterfalls, lush dense vegetation and a diversity 
of animal and bird populations give the Gorge its edenic-
like quality. 
Ontil the late 1960•s; the Red River Gorge was just ona 
of the more beautiful parts of the Daniel Boone National 
Forest. At this time however, the Army Corps of 3ngineers 
sub mi tte'd a proposal to dam the river for flood control, 
water supply, and recreation purposes, Although the project 
was to be located just below the Gorge proper, it would have 
resulted in flooding the area and some of the more unique 
geological formations found there as well as f~rcing the 
relocation of some families. Intense resistance to the dam 
1 
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by local landowners and local and national conservation 
groups developed and in 1968, supreme Court Justi=e William 
o. Douglas made a highly-publicized visit to the area to 
indicate his opposition to the project. Ihis intense 
opposition generated considerable publicity for the area and 
finally in 1975, Julian Carroll, then governor of Kentu=ky, 
withdrew his support for the project forcing the Corps of 
Engirieers to put the dam on "inactive status." As a result 
of this publicity, the Gorge area itself experienced a 
substantial increase in visitation from a little over 
50,000 visitor days in 1969 to close to 300,000 visitor days 
in 1975 at the height of the controversy. This increase has 
resulted not only in severe environmental degradation of 
portions of the Gorge, but also in overcrowding in soma 
areas, trends which are presently overtaxing the management 
capabilities of the United States Forest Service, the agency 
mainly responsible for protecting the area. 
The most pressing issue in the Red River Gorge then, has 
come to be how to effectively manage this popular recreation 
area in such a way as to preserve both its ecological and 
social attractiveness. This is not to say that efforts 
along these lines have not previously been made. There are 
portions of the Gorge that have either received some type of 
wilderness designation or that are currently being proposed 
for such status. The legislative acts establishing these 
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various types of wilderness preservation/recreation areas 
however, oftentimes contain within themselves contradictory 
goals. For instance, in 1972, a 9.1-mile stretch of the 
river was designated part of the Kentucky State iild Rivers 
system. The intent of the statutes establishing this system 
are stated as being to 
afford the citizens ••• an opportunity to enjoy 
natural streams, to attract out-of-state visitors, 
assure the well-being of (the) tourist industry 
(and) to preserve for future generations the 
beauty of certain areas untrammeled by man (KRS 
146.200-146. 350 .1976). 
To offer wilderness recreation for a large number of people 
as is suggested by the desire "to attract out-of-state 
visitors" and at the same. time to mandate prese~vation of 
· the lands to the extent of their being "un trama:eled by man" 
are somewhat conflicting goalE, suggesting the need for 
carefully devised management policies. 
Contributing to this same dilemma are the similar 
statutes included in the Wilderness Act (1964). This 
legislation is applicable to the Red River Gorge region 
because part of the area is currently being proposed for 
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation system. 
The legislation establishing this system mandates 
identifying areas with 
primeval character and influence, without 
permanent improvements or human habitation, which 
is protected and managed so as to preserve its 
natural condition and which (1) generally appears 
to have been affected primarily by the forces of 
nature, with the imprint of man's work 
substantially unnoticea.ble; (and) (2) has 
outstanding opportunities for solitude or a 
"primitive and unconfined type of• 
recreation ••• (Public Law 88-577: Section 2-c). 
4 . 
Again, the idea of making the wilderness area readily 
available for recreational use by visitors while at the same 
time, preserving. it in a relatively __ unaltered state for 
future generations is present, further suggesting the need 
for some kind of combined effort on the part of the various 
agencies responsible for managing the Red River Gorge to 
devise and implement adequate management policies. 
The U.S. Forest Service is now evaluating the possibility 
of proposing part o{ the river corridor area for inclusion 
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. This system 
allows for varying degrees of preservation and recr~ation so 
that a large, wilderness area can still offer (1) primitive 
areas for those recreationists oriented towards ruggei 
trails, backpacking and primitive campiri.g, and (2) otner, 
more developed areas for the larger number of visitor~ 
wanting to enjoy the wilderness yet with some convenieaces 
available. Of the 18.9-mile stretch of the aed aiver 
• 
corridor area being coasidered, 9.1 miles appear to qualify 
for designation as "wild" and 9.8 miles as "scenic" or 
perhaps "recreational." The "wild" classification refers to 
those sections of the .river that are of a more primitive 
5 
nature, being "free of impoundments and generally 
inaccessible except by trail with watersheds or shorelines 
essentially primitive and waters unpolluted." The "scenic" 
designation also stipulates an area free of impoundments as 
well as "watersheds still largely primitive and shorelines 
largely undeveloped" but usually acce~sible by roads (Public 
Law 90-542: Section 2-b). Regardless of the means of 
access, the legislation establishing the National wild and 
scenic Rivers system provides equal protection to all areas. 
Yet still, following the course of legislation preserving 
wilderness lands, this act (1968) also stipulates the desire 
both for wilderness protection and for recreation 
opportunities. The legislation states: 
selected rivers of the Nation which, with their 
immediate environments, possess outstandingly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish 
and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar 
values, shall be preserved in free-flowing 
condition, and ••• they and their immediate 
environments shall be protected for the benefit 
and enjoyment of present and future generations 
(Public Law 90-542: Section 1-b). 
These potentially conflicting stipulations exist as such 
primarily because the demands for wilderness lands are 
increasing at a faster rate than new allotments in amount of 
acreage are being made. Hence, wilderness lands are being 
called upon to serve a variety of purposes. The disparate 
goals of the various legislative acts, as well as the high 
• 
visitation rates the Red River Gorge is 
6 
presently 
experiencing, has created the need in this particular area 
for comprehensive planning regarding both the physical and 
human environments. 
Problem Statement 
The U.S. Forest Service and other agencies that are 
charged with the management of Wilderness Areas, National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers, and other such locations are 
increasingly recognizing the difficulty of their task. 
Charged with po ten ti ally conflicting goals of preserv'ation 
and the provision of recreational opportunities, these. 
government organizations frequently make management 
decisions without adequate data about the local residents, 
the visitors, the physical environment as well as other 
agencies charged with management responsibility. 
Th_e primary aims· of the research project, !:!£ Kentucky 
Wild_ Rivers: ?resent ~ Anticipated Demand, Public 
Performance, and Social Carrying Capacity (funded by the 
Water ~esources Institute, University of Kentucky), is to 
provide such a data base for the Red River.Gor;e. 7he 
position taken in this research is. that in the context of 
addressing outdoor recreation management, one must consider 
not only biological parameters but social factors as well. 
An integrated approach that examines the basic 
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characteristics, preferences, perceptions, and attitudes of 
those affected namely the recreationists, local 
residents/landowners,· and managers -- is needed in order to 
gather relevant data for the formulation and implementation 
of adequate management goals and procedures. Countess and 
Addison (1977) have shown that conflicts do indeed exist 
among these three groups and that an understanding of the 
situation from all perceptions should be sought. 
Christopherson (1972) and Carlson (1974) have conducted 
studies eliciting the opinions of landowners toward various 
river recreation management policies. Carlson found water 
resources to be ve=y important to the landowner, primarily 
for 1.ts social value -- that is happiness, • satisfaction, 
pride, and accomplishment (1974:38-11). Christopherson 
dealt more specifically with opinions regarding the 1:ational 
liild and scenic Rivers legislation. He found that !!lost 
landowners were strongly opposed to the designation of the 
St. Joe Eiver as such, primarily because it would give the 
federal government certain control over the private 
landowner's right to do with his land what he wishes. I 
similar conflict has developed regarding private landowners 
in the Red River Gorge area, some of whom have voiced strong 
opposition to the proposal for the Red River to oe 
designated as part of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
system. 
a 
Relatively few studies have been conducted eliciting the 
manager's perception of a river recreation situation. 
Peckfelder (1973) does offer a comparison of visitor 
characteristics to the manager's perception of these same 
characteristics. The managers make highly accurate 
predictions as to user characteristics and preferences. .ie 
interviewed managers in this research to elicit data of a 
somewhat different nature. Perceptions regarding cri~ical 
management issues facing the Gorge, existing conflicts among 
users, residents and managers of the area, and the 
preferences for development of the region were all topics 
covered in our conversations. 
Management recommendations based on a comprehensive stu1y 
of the view~oints of all those involved, namely the 
recreaticnists, residents, and managers, · should prove to be 
more useful than suggestions based only on the 
identification of only one or two more specific issues 
within the Red River Gorge management dilemma. Branch and 
Fay (1977) have advocated a similar strategy. When 
addressing management problems, one must determine a ''design 
capacity"_ conditioned not only by the desires and 
expectations of the users and residents and by the capacity 
of the resource to sustain recreational uses, but also by 
the intensity of management available to the area. The 
general consensus of those directly involved in managing the 
9 
Gorge has been that current management policies for the area 
are no longer adequate. Because of recent increases in 
visitation effective management has become an important 
issue, as an effort not only to provide the visitor with a 
high-quality recreation experience, but also to maintain the 
landowner• s right to his land as well as to insure 
preservation of the land itself. 
The data 
Wild Rivers 
presented here is just one part of the larger 
on the project. The focus here is 
recreationists who visit Red River Gorge. Data on residents 
and landowners (see Maiy Beebe 1982), recreational 
organizations, and managers have also been collected by 
members of the research team and will be discussed for 
comparative purposes when relevant. 
The purpose of the research presented here is to examine 
the visitors• socio-demographic characteristics, the 
recreational activities in which they engage while visitin; 
in the Gorge, and their preferences for management and 
development of the area. Numerous studies have been 
directed toward collecting this type of visitor data but 
most are descriptive accounts of the recreationists and are 
not concerned with the notion of "guali ty" recreation and 
the management implications 
1973; Driver and Basset 1977; 
thereof (see Christopherson 
Hendee et al. 1968; Lucas 
10 
1964; Peckfelder 1973; and Shelby and Colvin 1979). In this 
research our goal has been to provide not only descriptive 
characteristics of recreationists but also to make some 
evaluation of the recreational experience itsel=. 
One such evaluation was conducted concerning the social 
carrying capacity. Social carrying capacity is part of the 
.larger concept recreational carrying capacity, for which 
numerous definitions exist. As defined by Heberlein, social 
carrying capacity refers to the maximum level of population 
density an area can endure before the quality of the 
recreational experience is reduced (1977:70). Most 
important to this definition is the notion of quality (Lime 
1977:207). Both preferences for seeing certain numbers of 
people, as well as an estimation of how many people the 
recreationist actually encountered while engaging in his/her 
main activities were elicited to establish the social 
carrying capacity of the Gorge area (see Chapter 5 fur a 
more detailed definition of social carrying capacity). 
The data defining the socio-demographic characteristics 
of the· visitors, their recreational expectations and 
activities, and their levels of density tolerance, were used 
in this research to establish the existence of certain 
"recreational niches" in the Red River Gorge area. rhe 
concept of "niche" has been borrowed largely from biological 
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ecology and is applied rather widely in socio-cultural 
anthropology. Odum• s definition of "ecological niche" 
includes not only "the physical space occupied by an 
organism" but flits functional role in the community" as well 
(1971:234). Fredrik Barth adds an element of conflict to 
Odum•s definition as he considers a "niche" to be "the place 
of a group in the total environment, its relation to 
resources and competitors." He uses Kroeber•s "culture 
area" concept in his study of several ethnic groups and 
maintains that these groups are defined not only by their 
surrounding natural conditions, but also by the presence and 
activities of other ethnic groups. Each group exploits or.ly 
a portion of the total environment leaving the rest to be 
utilized by any remaining groups (1956: 1079) •· Following 
both Odum and Barth, a "recreational niche" can be defined 
as a specific location within a recreational area 1J:.a.! 1.§. 
occupied !lY visitors pursuing different kinds 2i. leisure 
time activities. The individuals utilizing these niches do 
so according to (1) the location's resources, that is, the 
particular types of recreational activities offered by the 
location, and {21 the presence of other recre1tionists, 
specifically regarding their character and the activities in 
which they engage. For instance, at a winter resort, both 
skiers and sncwmobilers will use the same specific 
environment. Yet due to the nature of these types of 
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recreation, those participating in each. cannot easily ·co-
exist in the same environment. Different locations become 
established for engaging in the various activities yet all 
within the same general environment. In a lake area, many 
times sailors are offended by those driving motorboats. 
Sailors normally seek a more natural, peaceful experience as 
evidenced by their chosen type of recreation while operators 
of motorboats generally engage in more thrilling 
experiences. Because of conflicting motives as in the lake 
area or incompatible activities as in the winter resort 
case, certain "recreational niches" come to exist in various 
wilderness recreation areas. 
Whether the visitors who are exploiting various 
activities at various locations are creating these "niches" 
or whether their existence is due p·rimarily to the na tare of 
the various activities available in the particular 
environment, is largely determined by factors unique to the 
specific area. Whatever cause there may be, the fact 
remains that recognizing the existence of these patterns is 
necessary in order to ensure that ecologically sound and 
-
recreationally relevant opportunities are offered at the 
various locations •. In developing these areas in accordance 
with the characteristics of the existing "niches," managers 
can more effectively address the visitors• desires and 
behaviors, to provide high-quality recreation experiences 
13 
vithout degradation of the physical environment and vithout 
conflict among +:ypes of recreationists vhose "niches" are 
incompatible. 
A comprehensive study of visitors is particularly 
important at this time. The study of Red River Gorge to 
determine if it qualifies as a Wild and Scenic River vill 
undoubtedly lead to much-needed management changes. If the 
Forest Service appreciates the diversity of recreationists 
vho use the Gorge, the different demands they place .on 
existing resources, and their expectations about facilities 
and opportunities, the agency vill be able to design a more 
effective management plan. 
The following chapter presents a brief historical sketch 
of the designation and development of recreational lands in 
the united states. It includes a more detailed account of 
development in the Red River Gorge area vith particular 
attention given to settlement, natural resource exploitation 
and the establishment of the Gorge as a recreation area. 
After discussing the methodology used to construct and 
administer the visitor survey (Chapter III), Chapters IV and 
V present data f0cusing on the recreationists• general 
socio-demographic characteristics and their assessment of 
quality recreational experiences as defined by their 
recreational activities, density tolerance levels and 
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development preferences. In conclusion, Chapter VI explores 
possible management alternatives, not only in light of the 
recreationist data presented in this report-, but also upon 
consideration of the managers• perceptions of the Gor1e 
dilemma. 
CHAPTER II - AN HISTORICAL AND ETHNOGRAP~IC PERSPECTIVE 
National Context 
Today the United States government owns approximately 
three quarters of a billion acres of land, a large portion 
of which exists as wild or undeveloped lands in the National 
Wilderness, Forest, Park and Refuge systems. Some of these 
lands have been reserved for wilderness u.ses strictly 
incompatible with raw material exploitation. Others exist 
only as "!!!! facto wilderness," that is, they remain 
unprotected by legal wilderness status and are subject to 
extensive logging, mining and farming practices. The use of 
• 
these. wild lands for outdoor recreation purposes has 
increased dramatically during the past eighty years. 
·Tr.rough increased leisure time, mobility, anj greater 
• affluence, new means for outdoor recreation have opened to 
millions of people who only previously had very limited 
access to them. National park attendance has increased from 
about 120,000 in 1904 to over 57 million in 1979. Likewise, 
total National Forest visitation has increased from 3.5 
million in 1924 to approximately 81 million in 1979 (Table 
II-1) • Perhaps most impressive is the increase in use o~ 
"other" areas, largely those unimproved areas of the 
National Forests. Although use has increased rapijly in all 
the National Park and Forest lands, this increase has been 
15 
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Table II-1 - Visits~ National Parks~ Forests, 1904-1979 
National Forest Lands 
Areas 1m-
National proved by 
Year Parks public funds Other areas* 
1904 121 
1924 1,424 3,460 1,200 
1946 8,991 8,763 9,478 
1954 17,969 19,747 20,557 
1964 34,048 35,629 81,062 
1979 57,500 81,861 220,166 
* Uni.mproved areas, i.e. wilderness areas and a few public areas 
improved by non-federal means. 
Sources: 
Marion Clawson, The Federal Lands Since 
Resources for the Future, Inc., 1967), PP• 
Krutilla 1972:418. 
1956 (Washington D,C.: 
~ 95, In Fisher and 
u. s. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the United 
States (Washinton D,C.: u. s. Bureau of Census, 1980), p'p:° 242-243, 
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several times more rapid in the less developed, more natural 
areas. Unfortunately, many of these areas have become 
crowded to the point of extensive environmental degradation 
and dissatisfaction on the part of users (Fisher and 
Krutilla 1972:417-418; Clawson and Knetsch 1966:o). 
Both the apparent increase in the demand for outdoor 
recreation experiences and the resulting greater pressure on 
the natural resources themselves suggest not only the need 
to create a general environmental appreciation in outdoor 
recreationists, but also to revise existi.ng management 
policies protecting these lands. Several factors remain 
most important to the management of a recreation area: ( 1) 
physical carrying capacity of the area, (2) visitor 
preferences, (3) potential social impacts of various 
policies, and (4) management capabilities. Althougli the 
order of precedence for consideration of tliese factors can 
oniy be dictated by each situation at hand, i:he rec en 1: 
increases in use of wilderness areas1 for recreation still 
present a central pressing issue, that is, effective 
management. of these ever more popular areas in such \lays as 
to insure tlieir protection both ecologically and socially. 
1 In this chapter the term "wilderness area" will be used in 
a generic sense to refer to those areas uninhabited by man 
whicli have remained, for the most part, in their natural 
state, rather than in the more restricted sense of thosa 
areas that have been officially designated as wilderness. 
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Although no two wilderness areas are exactly alike, all 
such designated lands in the United States have been subject 
to certain general trend.s -- namely (1) those historical 
events leading to their existence, and (2) the factors whicii 
have acted within the past century fo bring about this 
general increase in amount of leisure time precipitating the 
increase in outdoor recreation participation. Understanding 
both of these processes is important for the examination of 
any particular recreation area management policy. In view. 
of th-e fact that the Red River Gorge is currently part of 
National Forest lands and has been s•.ib ject to drastic 
increases in visitation during the • past ten to fifteen 
years, the management dilemma of the area can most 
• 
effectively be addressed only after close examination of the 
nature of the more general trends relating to outdoor 
recreation in wilderness areas. Emphasis will be given to 
how these factors have affected the Red River Gorge as well 
as to how they have affected the various parties involved in 
its present dilemma. 
Historical Development of Wilderness Lands 
The recreational use of wild lands first developed from 
the public's general interest in the preservation of 
forests, wildlife, soils; water and other natural resources. 
Recreational value of these lands served as one of the 
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primary motivation =orces behind the conservation movement. 
The first large areas of wilderness land reserved for the 
public were designated as outdoor recreational areas, namely 
the Yosemite Grant (1864), Yellowstone National Park (1872) 
and Niagara ~alls Reservation (1855). The national park 
concept evolved from the conservation movement which had all 
along been strongly influenced by the desire for 
preservation of wilderness lands for recreational purposes 
(Brockman and Merriam 1979:33). The nature park idea arose 
with the "loss of the American frontier" as the American 
public began to realize that the "continental conquest" had 
caused a depletion of natural resources (Olwig 1990:22). 
From the very first proposal for a'park system, not only was 
wilderness preservation a motivating force, but the social 
well-being of future generations was also considered a 
worthy cause for protection. 
In his letters to the l!.fil!. York Daily Commercial 
Advertiser (1933), George Catlin first suggested "preserving 
segments of native interests for the future." His 
statements are the first record of the beginning a;,areness 
of the "esthetic and cultural qualities inherent in the 
significant segments of typical, 
desire for their 1Jreservation. 
primitive America" and the 
In 1364, with the 
designation of the Yosemite Grant, his dream was realized 
when this large wilderness area was established as the first 
' 
reserve for· public recreation use. 
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With the establishaent 
of Yellowstone National Park on March 1, 1872, and the 
declaration of the Antiquities Act on June 8, 1906, the 
National Park system became reality (Brockman and Merriam 
1979: 35-115). At the time, national parks were to serve 
basically as "' islands within a civilized world•" w.here the 
recreationist could experience untouched wilderness 
surroundings (Olwig 1980:22). According to John ::i:uir, parks 
were to serve then, as they do to an even greater extent 
today, as places where "nerve-shaken, over-civilized people" 
could go to find wilderness. The parks and forests provided 
a "necessity" as it were; they came to be regarded as 
"fountains of life" (Nash 1968:71-72). 
As a result of the establishment of the national parks 
system, the federal government recognized that certain other 
lands also had unique natural resources and, at the same 
time, allowed for recreational activities ifith the 
stipulation they would be of secondary importance. This 
realization resulted in the establishment of the National 
Forest, Wilderness, and Wildlife systems. Because the aed 
River Gorge lies primarily in United States Forest Service 
lands, an examination of how these National Forest lands 
have come to be used for recreational purposes will help to 
understand one of the earliest dilemmas within the overall 
system and the Gorge in particular -- that of ~xploiting the 
21 
natural resources versus that of providing high quality 
recreational opportunities. 
The Forest Service began with Franklin B. Hough who in 
1881 established a Division of Forestry within the 
Department of Agriculture. In 1891, the first federally-
controlled forest, the Yellowstone Timberland Reserve, was 
designated. Ten years later the Bureau of Forestry was 
established. In 1905, largely due to the efforts of Gifford 
Pinchot, the bureau evolved into the United States Forest 
Service. The Forest Service was originally motivated by the 
desire to provide sustained yields of such resources as 
timber, · forage and water. The orientation. was strictly 
toward local economics and the need for forest products. 
Not until the early 1920•s was recreation recognized as a 
valid national fore st resource even though existing 
legislation did not exclude such activities. The act of 
June 4, 1897, outlining the general policy for Qanagement of 
the forest reserves, stipulated that: 
He (the Secretary) may make such rules ••• and 
establish such service as will insure the objects 
of such reservations, namely to regulate thei= 
occupancy and use and to preserve the forests 
thereon from destruction... Nor shall 
anything .•. prohibit any person from enterin1 upon 
such forest reservation for all oroper and lawful 
purposes ••• (30 Stat. 35; 16 u.s:c. 55.1; and 30 
stat. 36; 16 !J.s.c. 482). 
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The act of February 28, 1899, extends even further the 
opportunities for recreation in forests as it gives the 
Secretary the power to lease land to the public for it to do 
with what it wishes provided all activities abide bl 
existing rules and regulations (30 Stat. 908; ·16 a.s.c. 
495). Regardless of these _provisions, many foresters 
• 
refused to support the use of these lands for recreational 
purposes, primarily because they w·ere unwilling to deal with 
the inevitable new set of management problems that woul,:l 
accompany such action, but also because many 11ere 
experiencing strained relations with the preservationists. 
It was these preservationists who were responsible for many 
of the advances in the use of national forest lands for 
recreation purposes. Both .Aldo Leopold and Robert Marshall 
were early advocates of wilderness preservation and worked 
within the Forest Service to establish the National 
Wilderness Preservation system, most of which is part of the 
primitive and wilderness lands of the national forests 
(Brockman and ~erriam 1979:53-54). 
Treadwell Cleveland, an employee of the Forest Service, 
was the first person to publicly recognize the recreational 
values of the national forests in his article, "National 
Forests as ~ecreation Grounds" (1910). He felt that even if 
the timber and water resources of the forest disappear 
before future generations are able to enjoy them, many of 
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the forests should be preserved, for recreational purposes 
alone. In his annual reports for 1912 and 1917, Henry s. 
·Graves, then chief of the Forest Service, provided figures 
which suggested that recreation alone was becoming a major 
activity in the forests. This· new trend led to F. A. 
Waugh's investigation of the recreational values of national 
forest lands. His article, "Recreation Uses in the National 
Forests" (1918) represents t~e first official Forest Service 
study of recreational lands and uses of forest lands. Yet 
it was not until 1922 that recreation as a Forest service 
program was given financial support. It has since gained 
importance within the system as evidenced in the Multiple 
Use Act of 1960: 
forests are established and ••• administered for 
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and 
wildlife and fish purposes... (l?.L. 86-517). 
Hence, recreation has come to possess equal status to that 
of other national forest resources. The Red River Gorge is 
a case in point. At the turn of the century, loggin~ ,as 
the main economic activity in the area while today, because 
of early depletion of timber resources, recreation h.i.s come 
to be one of the most important economic resources. 
Settlement !!.nS History of W River Gorge 
Areas that appear to be wilderness or are designated as 
some sort of wilderness frequently have a history that 
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includes considerable interaction with people. The Sed 
River Gorge certainly fits into this category. Indian 
groups occupied the rock shelters on at least a seasonal 
basis for centuries before European settlement of the region 
began (see Wyss and Wyss 1977 for a brief history of the 
archaeology of the Red River Gorge). 
During the mid-1700•s. 
areas of the Red P.iver. 
several European settlers visited 
In 1750, Thomas Walker headed 
westward from his native state of Virginia, crossed an,i 
named the Cumberland Gap, and then headed northwest until he 
came upon the lower Red River. At this point, he headed 
east and arrived at the present site of Clay City. Walker's 
trip instigated several other explorations to the area. In 
May of 1769, John Finley, accompanied by Daniel ~cone, led a 
small expedition to explore and hunt in the Kentucky area. 
They crossed the Cumberland Gap and established a base camp 
on Station Camp creek just a few miles southwest of Red 
River Gorge. Finley traded freely with the Indians at their 
encampment, 
the Gorge • 
~S-KIP-PA-KITH-I-KA, just a 
It is thought that Daniel 
few miles west of 
. the area during this time. A small, 
Boone also explo=ei 
crude hut in a rock 
shelter has been found bearing a carving of Boone's name on 
one of the planks. While the authenticity of this hut is 
dubious, the important point is that such explorations made 
by Boone, Finley and Walker, all of whom came close to the 
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Gorge, made possible the coming of permanent settlers to the 
area (Ruchhoft 1976:19-20). 
Early settlements of the Gorge area began not because of 
agriculture as in most of Kentucky, but because of other 
available resources in the area, namely timber. Due to the 
heavily forested narrow ridges and the steep valleys of the 
Gorge, little of the land was fit for farming. As a result, 
much of the area was not used for settlement and most of its 
forests were not cut until the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries when the wealth of these vast hardwood 
forests was realized. Extensive logging activities first 
began in the l880's. Early efforts were hampered by poor 
transportation and rugged terrain forcing the loggers to 
float the timber downriver to the sawmill • 
• 
Urban growth in the area was also greatly hampered by its 
inaccessibility. Existing wagon trails were poor and there 
were no railroads anywhere in the area until late in tha 
nineteenth century. The first town of any size was 
established by two brothers, Joel and Steven Collins, who 
built the first iron furnace or "bloomery," around which the 
town grew up. Later, this iron manufacturing company moved 
south and the original town changed its name to Clay City in 
honor of Henry Clay. The large lumbering operations came to 
denude the entire area of almost all of the virgin 'timber 
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within fifty years, but it offered Clay City a means for 
economic profit and, hence, provided the opportunity for 
prosperity in an area that had never known great economic 
wealth (Ruchhoft 1976:23-24). 
Though not extensive, successful mining activities were 
also carried out in the vicinity of the Gorge during the 
nineteenth century. Many of the sandstone formations in the 
area contain potassium nitrate (sal tpete rJ used for making 
gunpowder. Between 1804 and 1814, during the period of the 
Napoleonic Wars, niter mining was actively carried out in 
this vicinity supplying several gunpowder mills operating in 
Lexington at this time. During the Civil War, some of these 
locations were again mined but never as e.ctensively 
(liuchhoft 1976: 23) . 
Although plans for a railroad began in 1850 as a means 
for supplying coal to industries in Clay City, it was 1886 
before the first track was laid. At this time a large 
lumber mill, which eventually produced over 200,000 board 
feet of lumber per day, was in operation in Clay City. Not 
only did the railroad service timber activities, but it also 
served the oil and gas industry. The discovery of the 
Ragland Pool in Bath and Menifee Counties started an oil and 
• 
gas boom. During the 1920's however, as the timber 
resources of the area were depleted, a serious decline in 
• 
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the local economy occurred. Today Clay City has dwindled to ... 
a sleepy segment of its former self, relinquishing 
leadership of the region to Stanton. !n 1941, the railroad 
service ceased and the rails were taken up and sold for 
scrap. 
It was in 1934 that the Forest Service began to purchase 
tracts of land establishing what is now the Daniel Boone 
National Forest. The tactics used in acquiring land during 
this·early stage created intense resentment on the part of 
local residents towards th~ Forest Service. Probably the 
one single event which unfortunately has acted to intensify 
this resent!llent, making any contact between the locals and 
the ~orest Service strained and generally unproductive, was 
the proposed construction of Red River Dam by the o. s. Army 
corps of Engineers. 
The Red River Lake Project was first proposed in 1954 as 
part of the Ohio River Basin Plan at an upstream site near 
Indian Creek (see Figure IV-1). As stated in Chapter I, the 
purposes of the dam were provision of a water supply for 
Lexington, flood protection for Clay City, and recreation. 
Most of the land which would have been flooded with this 
original dam site was Forest Service land; little private 
land would have been affected. Although Congces.s 
appropriated money for the project in 1967, at the same time 
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opposition toward the dam began to develop in outside areas, 
namely Louisville, Lexington and Cincinnati. The Kentucky 
chapter of the Sierra Club was also involved. At this 
point, the nature of the opposition focused primarily on the 
preservation of scenic areas. 
It was in 1968, 
Justice William o. 
when both Senator Johns. Cooper and 
Douglas became involved that the Red 
River Lake Project became a national issue. Senator cooper 
proposed an alternative downstream site so that the scenic 
area could be preserved. Governor Nunn responded positively 
to this request and asked the Army Cor?s of Engineers to 
move the site. While outside resentment was placated with 
this· move, it was at this point that the local residents 
rose in opposition to the dam for its construction further 
downstream meant flooding a large portion of private 
agricultural land. The two main towns in the area 
Stanton and Clay City -- were polarized on the issue of the 
new site. Clay City supported the dam as a flood control 
measure while Stanton landowners opposed the project. The 
Forest Service took the official position that they would 
support any Congressional decision. Since congress had 
already appropriated money for the iam, this statement was 
thus one of support. 
In 1969-70, the Atlanta Regional Headquarters of the U. 
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s. Forest Service formed a committee to help the district 
office devise a management plan for the Red River Lake area. 
By such integration of the various parties affected, it was 
hoped that earlier resentments would be forgotten and the 
area's future would assume first priority. The committee 
report advocated { 1) inter agency cooperation, (2) formation 
of an advisory committee made up of local people and special 
interest groups, (3) acquisition of land to protect the 
area, and (4) an inventory of natural and man-made features 
in the area. As a result of the group's recommendations, an 
ad hoc committee was formed in 1971-72 which included 
representatives of all sides of the issue. At the same 
time, the Forest Service began to develop a unit plan for 
the Red River Gorge. This plan was finalized and in 1974, 
became the official management document for the area. Afte= 
reviewing a number of alternatives for the Gorge, all 
providing protection for its scenic beauty, the Forest 
Service designated it a Geological Area. 
In 1975, Julian Carroll, then governor of Kentucky, 
withdrew state support for the dam forcing the Corps of 
Engineers to put the project on the "inactive" list. Given 
present interest rates, it is unlikely that a favorable 
benefit/cost ratio which would.be needed to re-ir.state the 
project, could be established for the dam, but other 
proposals for the area have been advanced. Suggestions for 
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creating a National Recreation Area were presented by 
Senator Huddleston and Congressman Perkins but were met with 
immediate intense local opposition. A Phase I acquisition 
plan of the u. s. Forest Service was approved granting 
condemnation authority for certain parcels of land in the 
Gorge area, which in turn re-activated distrustful feelings 
on the part of local landovners toward the agency. Current 
acquisition in the Gorge area is proceeding only under a 
"willing-seller" basis a policy which is still seen by 
the residents as manipulation of their land rights. 
Today, any government plan is immediately regarded with a 
great deal of suspicion by local residents. Although the• 
Forest Service does hold public hearings regarding various 
management plans, they do so to present plans already 
devised rather than to allow the people a voice p.efore such 
plans are in their final editing stages. The landowners 
should be included, not as an "after-the-fact" component, 
but rather as active planners taking part throughout the 
entire process of establishing the various management 
policies. By such actions only can the Forest service hope 
to heal tte wounds they have fostered throughout the 
development of the area. 
The 
Kentucky 
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Local Residents Qi the Red River Gorge 
Red River Gorge 
counties, all 
lies in parts of 
primarily rural 
three central 
in character. 
Approximately sixty percent of the lands within the area of 
the river are owne1 by the federal government. The· 
remainder lies in the hands of about forty. private 
landowners (some of this land has been optioned and will 
most likely be publicly owned within the near future). For 
descriptive purposes, the area can be broken down into three 
distinct parts. These sections will be referred to he=e as 
the rypper, Middle and Lower Gorge (Figure I!-1). The Upper 
Gorge is heavily forested with high cliffs beginning alm9st 
at the water's edge. Because of the rugged terrain, 
harvesting this timber source is highly unlikely. Despite 
the topography, this area is more populated than the other 
two sections. Permanent residents are still supported by 
their land. ·rn the ~iddle Gorge area, land use is somewhat 
different than in the Upper Gorge. Portions are 
significantly forested but there are also river bottomlands 
which were either farmed in the recent past or are still 
cultivated. Principal cultigens are corn, soybeans and 
vegetable gardens. A few houses and farm-related structures 
and about a 1ozen cabins are located near the river and 
along the roai that parallels the river (Highway 715). Only 
two to three of these are visible from the river; no trails 
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Fig, 11-1. Upper, Middle and Lower Divisions of the Red River Gorge, 
w 
N 
33 
follow the river for very long but many paths lead from the 
road to the river. In the Lower Gorge area, government and 
private property are intermixed along the segment from the 
National Forest proclamation boundary to the Highway 77 
Bridge. Problems do arise from the fact that it is 
difficult for hikers, canoeists, campers, etc., to know if 
they are on private or public lands. This problem is 
intensified by the relative absence of fences, signs, 
habitations and other indications of property rights. 
Generally speaking, the private land in Red River Gorge 
is used to raise cattle, corn and the main cash crop, 
tobacco. ~ifty percent of total land use is for tobacco, 
which constitutes eighty percent of all landowners growin; 
crops. Corn and hay are specially important for livestock. 
The land use patterns do vary however, and are similar to 
those of the three counties in which the Red River Gorge is 
located. Within the entire area, approximately ninety-five 
percent of the land is forested. · Forest and woodlands are 
therefore the largest use -- an estimated seventy-four 
percent of the total acreage. From 1958 to 1967, the forest 
acreage in ~olfe county increased about a. 1 percent while in 
Menifee and Powell Counties, the acreage in forest declinei 
approximately 3. 6 and .8 percent respectively (Dewalt 
n.d. :26). Of the land which is farmed, home consumption 
value of these products is higher in the gpper Gorge. 
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Maiket value of these same products is higher in the Lower 
Gorge. 
Despite the relatively small number of permanent 
residents, especially in the Lower Gorge area, the larger 
region has experienced recent growth both in population and 
in income. These increases center around an inter-related 
complex of { 1) highway development, namely I-64 and the 
Mountain Parkway, (2) growth of manufacturing in the area, 
mostly in nearby Lexington, Winchester and Mt. Sterling, but 
also in the construction of two local plants, one in Stanton 
and tlie other in Campton, (3) tourism, in reference to 
Natural Bridge State Park and the Red River Gorge ~nit of 
Daniel Boone National Forest, and (4) a re-emerging timber 
industry. Agriculture remains a source of income for many 
individuals, but most of these are small subsistance 
• 
enterprises. 
Both 1!enifee and Powell counties have developed into 
"bedroom communities" with thirty-eight and thirty-one 
percent respectively of personal income being earned by 
commuters. The major source of outside work for Menifee 
County residents is Mt. Sterling; for Powell, sources are 
Winchester and Lexington. 
Although there has been a significant economic resurgence 
in the area, it still remains economical.ly depressed, with 
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Wolfe County among the poorest. in the state. Transfer 
payments (i.e. social security, unemployment compensation, 
and welfare) comprise twenty-four to thirty-four percent of 
personal income compared to sixteen percent for the state as 
a whole. unemployment in this area is double the average 
for Kentucky. For example, the number of families with cash 
incomes below poverty level in Wolfe county is fifty-nine 
percent. 
In summary, the ambivalence shown by the landowners 
toward the managers, especially the u. s. Forest Service, is 
due largely to the latter's manner of implementing. their 
acquisition-condemnation policies. Naturally, anyone who 
takes a person's land from them is going to feel some 
hostility from these people. Unfortunately, this hostility 
is then carried over in their respo~ses to any action taken 
by the agency trying to cope with the Gorge dilemma. Yet it 
is only understandable that these people, as poor as they 
are, are highly defensive toward anything that is taking 
away the one thing in their life that does give them some 
economic security -- their land. In addition, they resent 
the implication that an institution can manage their land 
better than they -- often the justification given them by 
the ?crest service as they implement their acquisition 
policies. So, while they feel protection of the Gorge 
environment is desirable, their first concern lies with 
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their own social.well-being and the immediate consequences 
of acquisition. Unfortunately, their opposition, although 
effective in the Red River take project instance, probably 
will not be able to prevent all proposed future developments 
of the area from occurring. 
Future development of the area in which the Red River 
Gorge lies will depend largely on current determinants of 
growth. Agriculture, logging and tourism will remain 
sources of income but will not provide a substantial basis 
for growth. 
fuel costs, 
continue. 
Unless 
growth 
Although 
curtailed by energy shortage and high 
as a "bedroom community" will probably 
the Mountain Parkway enhances the 
attraction of the area for industrial location, many other 
factors are involved in such decisions. In l?owe ll County 
for instance, the lack of flood-free land and adequate water 
supply are cited as barriers to manufacturing plants. 
Basicalli, the area in which the Gorge lies is poor in 
natural resources and not ideally located. Prosperity will 
therefore depend on careful development of its scenic and 
agricultural resources, its attractiveness as a 2lace of 
residence, and its access to outside markets for labor anJ 
labor intensive products. 
Future development of the Gorge area specifically, will' 
probably involve some kind of federal ~overnment wilderness 
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land designation offering the area's scenic resources 
protection. Even though this action may mean more land 
acquisition, resistance to such proposals, based solely on 
the fact that private landholdings would be lost, is usually 
not regarded as adequate justification for terminating a 
project. Hence, the landowner's fight for his land -- in 
some cases, his only means of income and in most cases, his 
social and cultural heritage -- is not yet over • 
• 
Establishment of the~ River Gorge~~ Recreation~ 
The first efforts to turn· the region into a recreational 
area occurred after the decline of the logging industry. It 
was around the turn of the century that the L. a.id .E. 
Railro1d beqan to investigate the possibilities of turning 
the Red River Gorge and Natural Bridge areas into tourist 
locations. The Natural Bridge area was promoted as a place 
of "natural enchantment" and as a "haven for hay fever 
sufferers." The L. Park Hotel was enlarged at the turn of 
the century and was a successful business until it burned 
down in 1926 (Fuchhoft 1976: 28-29). 
Because there was no passenger railroad running to tne 
Gorge as there was to the Natural Bridge area in the early 
1900's, few people knew of the spectacular beauty the area 
had to offer. Most locals considered the rough and 
difficult terrain worthless. Only the bottomland of the 
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Gorge was suitable for farming so the steep escarpments were 
ignored for the most part, allowing reforestation to occur. 
The stock market crash in 1929 and the Great Depression of 
the 1930•s forced those few families on the r4dgetops to 
give up their loyalty to this land and relocate (Ruchhoft 
1976:32). 
In 1914, the cr. s. Forest Service began considering parts 
of Kentucky for possible designation as a national forest. 
Such plans were temporarily laid aside-during the Depression 
but were revived in 1934 when the Cumberland Purchase Unit 
was established. Almost all of the land in the Gorge 
presently owned by the federal government was bought in the 
1930's. In 1937, President Roosevelt designated this land 
part of the Cumberland National :orest. The first plans for 
recreational development were initiated during the time the 
Civilian Cons?.rvation Corps began building roads and trails 
in the area. Several of the shorter trails, such as those 
to Rock Bri1ge and Sky Bridge, were laid out before world 
War II. At this time, however, no connecting longer- lengtil 
trails exis~ed. rt was in 1960, when the federal government 
instigated the Accelerated Public Works Program as a means 
of counteracting the increase in unemployment, that most of 
the present-day trails in the area were built; unaer this 
program, a little over thirty-five miles of trails, were 
constructed in the Gorge area (Ruchhoft 1976:32). In 1965, 
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the name of the Cumberland Purchase Unit was changed to the 
Daniel Boone National Forest (DBNF) by President Johnson. 
Today, the Red River Gorge area of the forest covers over 
53,000 acres of land. In 1974, the federal government 
designated about half of this land a 8ational Geological 
area (Ruchhoft 1976:32). over one million people visit the 
natural arches, rock shelters, and cliffs in the Gorge each 
year, enjoying the overwhelming beauty of the wildflowers, 
streams and forest. Hence, the area continues to provide 
"urban man" a place to enjoy what has come to be rare in our 
society -- natural wilderness surroundings. 
Existinq Management Policies 1s2.!. the Gorge Area 
As discussed in Chapter I, · parts . of the Red River Gorge 
are managed in accordance with a variety of guidelines. 
These include (1) the u. s. Forest Service management of the 
Red River Gorge Planning unit (includes the Red River Gorge 
Geological Area), (2) the proposed Clifty iilderness area, 
(3) the DBNF Direction Statement and Management Guide, and 
(4) the Commonwealth of Kentucky's designation of the Jpper 
Gorge area as part of the State's Wild River system. The 
intensive recreational use of the area has made the 
formulation of a variety of management plans necessary. Yet 
the fact that significant portions of the lands along the 
river are privately owned may limit the effectiveness of 
these management plans. 
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?his situation also offers the 
potential for possible conflicts regarding use of the river 
and its immediate environments. 
The Red River Gorge Geological Area was created in 1974 
in an effort to provide means for more effectively managing 
the· resources of the area. This action was taken under the 
authority contained in Title 36 CPR 294.1. Approximately 
25,663 acres are -included in this area. As designated by 
the Management Directions for the Geological area (as stated 
in the Red River Gorge Unit Plan), the area is to be managed 
for recreation use, watershed protection and wildlife 
habitats. Emphasis is given to controlled dispersed 
recreation use in an effort to maintain its natural state as 
much as possible. aecreation utilization is oriented toward 
primitive-level experiences. Active fire protection, 
conformity to road and trail construction standards, and 
protection from pollution are the major components of 
watershed protection. Wildlife management emphasizes the 
maintenance of a wide range of game and non-game species, 
with special attention given to visual appreciation. Close 
cooperation with the Kentucky Department of Fish and 
Wildlife Resources and increased law enforcement is also 
stipulated in this plan. 
The above stipulations, however, do not apply to 
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privately owned lands within the Geological Area, to 
segments of the Kentucky Wild River outside the lational 
Forest Service proclamation boundary, nor to the segment of 
land on the north side of the river near the Highway 77 
Bridge. While the latter are subject to Forest Service 
management guidelines for areas outside the Geological Area, 
private lands inside and outside the Forest Service boundary 
are currently not subject to any restrictions -- a situation 
which has added to strained relations between residents and 
managers. 
Due to the increasingly heavy recreational demands, 
confusi~g property lines, and incompatible private land uses 
(i.e., some subdivision for cabin sites, private owners who 
have set up fee parking areas and undeveloped campsites, 
etc.), the Forest Service continues to acguire lands within 
the Red River Gorge area. To date, approximately 787 acres 
have been p11rchased under a Phase I Acquisition Plan 
(approved October 14, 1975). 
If existing management trends continue, some decrease in 
the output of agricultural and timber products is expected. 
Presently, very little agriculture and timbering operations 
are found on those lands in the Red River Gorge area 
utilized by recreationists. 
limited by the amount of 
Agricultural potential is 
bottomland in the Gorge. 
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Relatively little land along the river is actually under 
cultivation. Timbering in the area is also of relatively 
minor economic importance. The last time the region vas 
logged, it was done so by high grading; and therefore, 
existing timber stands are of little economic value. 
Protection of the environment in the Gorge and the 
Geological Area is a high priority under existing management 
policies. The Forest Service encourages dispersed 
recreational use of the area under conditions that enhance 
the quality of the recreational experience yet at 1:he same 
time, preserve the envircnment. Protection of cultural, 
archaeological and historical values in the Gorge area is 
.also of high priority to managers. 
are endangered by recreationists er 
Where these resources 
other sources, the 
Forest Service seeks to redirect activities and limit access 
to those areas. !f protection of the environment is 
threatened.by private ownership conflicts, authorization for 
easements or acquisition is oftentimes sought in an effort 
to relieve the dilemma. 
One of the more difficult aspects of management in the 
area is the restriction on or displacements of property 
owners through condemnation for easements and acquisition. 
Current Forest Service policies call for additional land 
acquisitions in the area for protection of the environment 
and the management of recreation activities. 
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lihen these 
plans lead to acquisition on other than a "willing seller-
willing buyer" basis, there is usually some loss in social 
well-being on the part of the landowner. This loss can be 
large if a change in residence is required that causes 
breaks in historic family and cultural ties. In looking at 
present management policies, current guidelines place fewer 
restrictions on condemnation-acquisition practices than does 
the proposed National Wild and Scenic River designation. 
The recreationist•s social well-being on the other hand, is 
enhanced by the provision of dispersed recreation 
activities. Many of the recreational opportunities offered 
by the area are of unlimited availability relative to their 
demand and therefore make an important contribution to the 
well-being of users. There are no irreversible uses of 
resources th~t can be foreseen under current management 
plans for the area. 
Managers Qi ~ .lifilL River Gorge 
As indicated by the preceding section, management of the 
Red River Gorge exists on several different levels the 
most important being that of federal, state aud county. 
Within this framework, there are two major divisions 
formulation of management plans and implementation of 
policies. On the federal level, four individuals, all of 
whom are Forest Service employees, .. are prim~rily involved in 
management of the Gorge. The primary figure in charge is 
the Recreation Staff Officer who serves several different 
functions. all of which relate to the Gorge situation in 
particular: (1) he is responsible for the recreation 
management program, (2) he is a staff advisor to the Foi:est 
Service supervisor. (3) he serves as mediator• rala ting 
information from his regional office to the district 
rangers, and ( 4) he. oversees the planning, design 
administration and construction activities for the area. 
Also on the planning level is the Forest Landscape Architect 
• 
in charge of the design work for landscap.ing ar.d maintaining 
the visual attractiveness of the area. The remaining two 
individuals work in the distric~ office. The first is the 
District Ranger who serves primarily as a land manager. 
works both in the regional office as a planner and in the 
district office as a supervisor and implementer of policies. 
The second individual holds the position of gecreation 
supervisor but serves primarily as an Assistant Ranger 
working in law enforcement directly in the Gorge ai:ea. rla 
is also involved in search and rescue operations, land 
acquisition procedures and visitor information dissipation. 
There are three individuals working in state agencies. 
The first is employed by the Division of water. !le is the 
Chief of Planning and Standards, His work is almost 
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entirely on the planning level and concerns the interaction 
and exchange of id.eas among those directly involved with 
managing that part of the Gorge area included in the 
Kentucky Wild Rivers system. 
employed by the Division of 
The second individual is also 
Water. He is an Environmental 
Specialist and is in charge of all of the State Wild Rivers. 
His work involves planning and implementation of impact on 
the eight streams in Kentucky which have been designated 
part of this system. The third individual is the game 
warden for the Ped River Gorge, hired by the Kentucky Fish 
and Wildlife Resources. He works strictly in a law 
enforcement capacity. 
• 
There are also three individuals working on the county 
level. 
l!enifee, 
The Gorge area lies within three counties 
Wolfe and Powell. These men are. the county 
sheriffs for their respective counties and are concerned 
strictly. with law enforcement in their particular county. 
Although hard lines can be drawn between those l!lanagement 
personnel who work in planning and those who are responsible 
for implementing policies, it is interesting to note there 
'is some overlap among the various levels as to what these 
personnel feel are the critical management questions facing 
the Gorge today. It is generally agreed by all levels of 
management that the most critical issue is that present-day 
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management of the area is inadequate. Inadequacies exist in 
several different areas. These include law enforcement, 
visitor protection, search and rescue operations, vandalism, 
safety measures, lack of facilities, and protection of 
cultural resources. Some federal-state-county divisions are 
evident according to issue. For instance, those who are 
actually in the Gorge patrolling the area, such as the 
county sheriffs, the game warden, and the assistant ranger, 
are the ones who consistently mention search and rescue, 
vandalism and accidents -- all issues directly related to 
the job responsibilities of these people. Those who felt 
drug and alcohol abuse were issues were also those 
responsible for law enforcement. 
The direct cause· of current problems in the area, t1at 
is, increased visitation resulting in overuse of some areas, 
is recognized only by those personnel involved in planning 
for the area, namely the Forest Service personnel and the 
Chief of Planning at the state level. Environmental iamage 
is also included only by those concerned with planning. It 
is interesting to note that questions regarding the nature 
of management were raised primarily by those employed by the 
state. This tendency is protably due to the fact that at 
this level, these two individuals are caught in-betweell 
planning and implementation activities. Al though they are 
responsible for managing the State Wild Rivers, they are not 
able to do so due to a severe lack of funding. 
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In afforts 
to deal with this problem, they have recently revised their 
management plan, for the State Wild River area. Yet in the 
process of presenting this to the general public, they were 
received with great hostility and distrust, due largely to 
the public associating any government authority 
it be on the federal or state level 
condemnation-acquisition policies of the Forest 
-- whether 
with the 
Service. 
For these reasons, the state personnel may question what is 
(1) being done at those levels where money has been 
appropriated, and (2) the nature of implementation of 
certain policies by these other levels of management. 
Taking these factors into consideration, the issues raised 
by these particular employees (such as lack of definition 
concerning the level of management needed, the lack of good 
planning, the nature of the Federal. government's 
implementation of condemnation policies, the lack of 
adequate information for the visitors about the area, and 
the lack of funds for planning and management on the state 
level) are relevant and therefore justified. 
In summary, the Red River Gorge area has developed 
similarly to other u. s. Forest Service lands containing 
such spectacular beauty. After the timber resource was 
thoroughly depleted, the are~•s capacity for wilderness 
recreation use was recognized as having economic potential; 
• 
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and therefore, such activities were encouraged. It as only 
later that the Forest Service established these lands as a 
National Forest, providing public recreation lands in the 
process. Yet due to increases in visitation and conflicts 
arising between private landowners and the government, 
revision cf existing management policies for the area h.:1s 
b~come necessary. Because almost all of the Gorge area is 
also part of the OBNF, most of the responsibility for 
'managing the area falls with the Forest service. Yet 
because other government agencies are involved, to most 
effectively manage the area the Forest Service must include 
both the state and local levels in any revision of present 
management ?Olicies. Only by these means can 
comprehensive representation of the Red River G:>r:ge 
management dilemma be had -- a necessity if any realistic 
effectiveness is to be achieved. 
Recent National Recreation Trends .w Red River .. Gorge-. 
During the past century, there has been an overwhelming .. 
increase in visitation to wilderness areas for the purposes 
of recreation (Table II-2) -- a trend forcing such agencies 
as the National Park Service and the Forest Service to 
' revise their management policies for these areas. This is 
recognizably a very complex process. Not only must the 
capabilities of available management and the in~erests of 
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Table II-2 - Wilderness Area Visitation 1960-1979* -- --
~!n! 1960 1965 1970 1975 1979 
all areas 79.2 121.3 172.0 238.8 282.4 
national parks 26.6 36.6 45.9 58.8 57.5 
national historical, 
archaeological and 
military areas 21.s 40.7 47.0 75.7 83.9 
national parkways 9.0 13.0 27.8 36.0 - 35.0 
national recreation 
areas 3.7 6.2 ll.5 23.9 41.3 
national seashores .5 .3.4 9.1 13.3 14.2 
other miscellaneous 
areas 3.0 2.6 31.5 
,.. all figures are in millions 
Source: 
u. s. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the United 
-·-·States (Washington, D.C.: u. s. Bureau of Census, 1980),p. 242. 
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any private landowners be considered, but the recreationists 
who flock to these areas by the thousands must be included 
in the formulation process as well. Because recreation on 
public lands is naturally oriented most towards "outside 
recreationistsn (defined as those visitors not from the 
immediate area). it is of utmost importance in all 
recreation development programs tc know these participants 
their geographical distribution. their motives for 
choosing a particular wilderness site, their socio-
demographic characteristics, the activities in which they 
plan to engage, and their preferences regarding recreation 
opportunities offered by the. specific area. To understand 
why so· many people are descending upon these wilderness 
areas in the first place, provides a good basis to then 
·examine more specifically, the· particular characteristics of 
those recreationists who visit the 3ed River Gorge. 
Numerous factors have acted simultaneously to influence 
the expanding need for outdocr recreational opportunities. 
Due.to an infinite number of technological advances, which 
for the most part accomplish difficult tasks 
short periods of time, many Americans are 
in relatively 
experiencing an 
increase in amount of leisure time. While the population 
has increased drastically in recent years, ~here has also 
occurred a large movement from rural to urban areas and a 
shift from physically-active occupations to those that are 
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more sedentary. There are larger numbers of old and young 
people. Both of these groups are demanding "more outlets 
for their energies and interests." The general standard of 
living has also increased providing more individuals with 
the means to afford the necessary costs for this type of 
recreation. A last contributing factor to the increase in 
outdoor recreation participation is simply that of "faster, 
more dependable, and more diversified means of 
transportation" making it much easier to reach desired 
destinations in comfort and in reasonable amounts of time 
(Brockman and Merriam 1979:6). 
Given these trends, most individuals choose types of 
recreational activities within their own physical and 
economic constraints. Choices are determined to a large 
extent, by their social environment and by their knowledge 
of the opportunities available to them. Yet, psychological-
emotional needs also exist. Many recognize the ••need for 
relief from the tensions and emotional strains which modern 
urban living places upon the individual." Outdoor 
recreation co~es to serve as a means of adaptation -- a 
therapy of -sorts. For some, it provides an opport~nity to 
test one's physical fitness as well as one's ability to cope 
with nature -- to survive the rugged life. For others, the 
experience provides a chance for self-fulfillment ani an 
opportunity to abide by one•s own individual choices -- a 
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means of self-expression which no longer exists for many 
people in their working occupations (Clawson and Knetsch 
1966: 28-29). 
In dealing 
:nanagers must 
with these various needs, recreational 
recognize (1) that our society is going to 
become even more technologically-advanced thereby 
intensifying the need for adaptation to increases in amount 
of leisure time which will most likely be met through 
various types of outdoor recreation, and (2) that the nature 
of recreational opportunities made available must be 
compatible with these increases in demand (Brockman and 
Merriam 1979:8). 
"social service 
Recreation then, must be regarded as a 
system" where programs developed are 
designed to meet the various needs of those utilizing tne 
service. To create such a system, "properly distributed 
recreational areas of widely varying types suited to 
different spare-time -interests and activities" must be 
established (Brock man and Merriam 197 9: 8) • 
The history of the Red River Gorge reveals processes at 
work corresponding to the general framework of wilderness 
development described thus far. The area has also been 
subject to similar leisure activity trends. Generally 
speaking, the Gorge serves as a week-end "get-a-way" foe 
people from Cincinnati, Lexington and Louisville. The most 
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frequent motive for coming to the Gorge is "to get away from 
everyday routine." ~s other wilderness recrea~ion areas, 
the Gorge provides a place to relax, a place to release 
tensions from the work-week, and a place for creativity. A 
further advantage is its close location to these three large 
urban areas. 
Yet, recreational management of the area is not as simple 
as may seem dictated by these motives. The physical 
geography of the Gorge along with past recreational 
developmen-ts provided by management has c:.:eated distinct 
recreational zones within the area -- the two most basic 
provided by the general topography of the area, that of the 
Upper and Lower Gorge (the Lower Gorge refer:.:ed to here 
corresponds to the Middle and Lower Gorge areas discussed in 
reference to lane use). 
The Upper Gorge is completely undeveloped at this time. 
The upper reach of the river is not very wide (only about 
twenty feet). Steep cliffs rise up almost direc~ly fro~ the 
water's edge making the area inaccessible except by canoe or 
a few rough undeveloped trails known primarily by local 
people. It is impossible to hike fa:.: along the river except 
near the lo~er end of this area. For the canoeist, the 
Upper Gorge is a place of quiet solitude of unparalleled 
beauty mixe1 with enough whitewater to challenge the most 
experienced canoeist. Both of these attributes ~ake the 
upper stretch of the Red River "· •• some of tb.e most 
spectacular canoeing waters anywhere in the eastern United 
States" (Sehlinger 1978: 90). The lower third of the Upper 
Gorge has been utilized extensively by hikers, rock climbers 
and campers. Large numbers of visitors have compacted the 
soil into wide dirt trails along both banks of the river. 
Countless other paths have been beaten into the surrounding 
brush by individuals exploring the many rock shelters and 
other geological features in the area. ~uch of the land 
along this section of the river is currently under private 
ownership and is poorly managed. Litter is abundant and 
• 
most of the rock shelters have been scarred by campf~res. 
Rocks and even the bark of trees have been worn smooth by 
the feet and hands of those passing by. Trees have been 
• damaged or killed because of people carving on them or 
cutting them down for their campfires. Under pr:lper 
management, this most scenic area has great potential for 
such recreational uses as camping, hiking, rock climbing, 
fishing, picnicking and bird watching. 
The tower Gorge of the river is paralleled by and within 
sight of Highway 715 -- a roadway very popular for pleasure 
touring because of the superb scenery. Contrasting sharply 
with the majestic stone palisade and geological formations 
that border and define the river corridor, the river itsel! 
55 
flows slowly and serenely through this section. Canoeing 
this lower part of the river is much different from the 
upper section. Except at flood stage, the river is gentle 
and tranguil a good stream for beginners. Yet it is 
still popular with the more experienced canoeists because of 
the scenery and " ••• n~merous sharp turns, sandbars, riffles, 
and small ledges which make the paddling interesting" 
(Sehlinger 1978:91). 
The Sheltowee Trace, a 250-mile National Recreation Trail 
in the forest, passes through this area and is the only 
developed trail that parallels and crosses the river 
providing hikers direct access to the water's edge. Several 
.short trails (about one mile) can be found throughout the 
region, each providing access to one of the outstanding 
scenic features in the Gorge, either Sky Bridge, Chimney 
Top, Rock Bridge or Gray's Arch. Several 
ranging anywhere from two ·to eight miles, 
longer trails, 
traverse the 
entire area, providing backpackers with a chance to hike 
deep into the woods to enjoy the solitude found only there. 
Rock climbing is also a popular sport in the Lower Gorge. 
The river palisade as well as other unique geological 
formations (such as Chimney Top and Hole-in-the-Wall)· 
provide some of the best climbing in the eastern United 
States. Bank fishing for muskie, bass and trout is also 
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common along the lower stretch of the river. 
Most of the recreationists who go to the Red River Gorge 
are young, usually in their late twenties, and are either 
college students or young professionals. As stated above, 
they come to the Gorge to spend the week-end, not only to 
get away from their everyday routines, but also to enjoy the 
spectacular beauty this particular area has to offer. ~est 
do this either while day-hiking or camping. There are 
however, numerous variations of the typical Red River Gorge 
recreationist. As is suggested by the fact that the Opper 
and Lower Gorge areas are distinct and offer different types 
of recreation, so are found very distinct types of 
recreationists in the area. It is precisely this 
variablilty which will be dealt with extensively in the 
chapters that follow. 
This research focuses on the types of recreationists in 
the Gorge and explores the different levels and types of 
recreation the Gorge should offer if the needs of present-
day visitors are to be met. Yet as has been maintained thus 
far, the management dilemma of the Gorge cannot be examined 
solely from the viewpoint of the recreationist, the 
landowner or the manager. The point to be made here is that 
each of these components must first be examined and 
understood within itself. From this basis one can then work 
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to integrate the various interests of each respective group 
in a comprehensive management policy. By these means only 
can the Red River Gorge be preserved as the wilderness a=ea 
it is meant to be and at the same time, serve its• purpose 
as a public recreational area. 
CHAPTER III - METHODOLOGY 
~ Problem 
The Red River Gorge contains over 50,000 acres and is 
visited by thousands of visitors each year. To adequately 
sample the visitors to such an area would be extraordinarily 
difficult, particularly when one considers the rugged 
terrain for which the area is so famous. .This chapte= 
describes (1) the sampling and data gathering tecAnigues 
utilized in this research to obtain a reasonably accurate 
representation of the visitors to the area, and (2) the 
design of the survey in strum en t as dictated by other river 
. 
recreationist studies and the specific objectives of this 
research. 
In any anthropological research, several techniques and 
approaches are utilized, the most common being key-infor~ant 
interviews, participant · observation and research-
administered surveys. The ·specific objectives of the 
research usually dictate the technique(s) used in the data 
collection process. To be emphasized is the fact that in 
almost every case of field research, the techni~ues utilized 
"must be adapted by the fieldworker to the special 
requirements of the local scene" ~elto and ?elto 1978:67). 
Before any structured inquiry can take place, this "local 
scene" must be understood. In anthropological research, the 
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most common and well-accepted means of orienting oneself to 
the "local scene" is through participant observation. 
~tilizing Partici~ant Observation 
Participant observation can be used for several purposes. 
Initial data provides the fieldworkers "with insi;hts and 
clues necessary for developing interview ·questions." Dur in; 
the course of the project, such observations provide a vital 
means for "checking and monitoring ••• field information" 
gathered by the various field techniques. As data is 
processed and evaluated, research objsctives are re-examined 
and perhaps re-formulated to look for new, more appropriate 
informafion. In essence, the "chronicle" of a field project 
consists of ''the in~erplay between participant observation 
and the other modes of data· collection" ·(Clark 1977:97; 
Pelto and Pelto 1978:69). 
Such an interplay was of vital importance in this 
research. Initially, participant observation was used as 
the primary means for gathering the preliminary data used to 
understand the "local scene." During the summer of 1979, 
participant observation techniques were extensively utilized 
to gather information in the Gorge regarding campground 
activities, river and hiking trail use and the nature of 
those areas of more marginal recreation use. At this stage, 
the researcher was abl~ to not only mentally note what 
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recreationists were doing and where they were doing it, but 
he/she was also able to talk to the visitors to get a better 
idea of their perceptions and as the research progressed, to 
elicit some opinions which were not asked for specifically 
in the visitor survey. Field notes were kept from these 
observations and used as qualitative data for comparison to 
the quantitative data of the survey. 
From conversations with several of the residents in the 
area and from recreating in the Gorge, it was ascertained 
that certain regions were receiving large portions of 
recreational use while other areas were hardly used at all. 
Specific areas in the Gorge do in fact cater to only one or 
two types of recreational activities. For instance, the 
river serves primarily as an area for canoeing, fishing and 
picnickin-g. But these distinctions are less subtle in other 
cases. For example, a large part of the land in the Gorge 
is included in the Forest Service trail system and a lot of 
people go there to hike. Yet even among these 
recreationists certain differences were noted. It therefore 
became apparent during the course of the summer that there 
were a variety of "recreational niches" filled by visitors 
in the Gorge. 
Marysville is used primarily by "wild 
partyers. ~veryone camps in the same area 
and crazy" 
drinkin'J, 
doing drugs and generally "getting crazy." 
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They cause 
severe environmental destruction and oftentimes hurt or even 
kill themselves. The down-to-earth backpackers on the other 
hand, hike the long, rugged trails as their way of "getting 
away from it all." Then there 
hiking the shorter trails to 
natural arches in the area. 
"tourist-y" types who go to Sky 
are those who most enjoy 
the scenic overlooks and 
Last but not least are the 
Bridge, enjoy the arch and 
its view, and then ask where the Red River Gorge is. 
Common to almost all of the visitors is that they are 
attracted to the Gorge not only because of its scenic beauty 
but because of its lack of management and the fact that it 
is treated as a frontier area. Given the fact that the Red 
River Gorge is suffering from inadequate management, the 
major goal of this research has been to determine the 
recreationist•s definition of a high-quality experience and 
whether it is indeed related to the frontier wilderness 
idea. 
Constructing~ Pre-test Instrument 
Numerous studies concerning river recreation use have 
been done over the past ten to fifteen years in response to 
the general increase in visitation levels to these areas and 
resulting management problems (Christopherson 1973: Hendee 
et al. 1968; Lucas 1964; Peckfelder 1973; Shelby and Colvin 
• 
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1979) • These studies however, tend to ha_ve fairly narrow 
foci, i.e. Christopherson examines general visitor 
characteristics with minimal attention given to development 
preferences while Shelby and Colvin are concerned primarily 
with determining use levels. Peckfelder focuses solely on 
defining a high-quality wilderness experience. 
The specific objectives of the Red River Gor<;e 
recreationist survey were to determine the visitors• socio-
demographic characteristics, their trip motives, the kinds 
of recreation in which they engage, their density tolerance 
levels, their preferences for development and their opinions 
r~garding present-day management of the area. Essentially, 
• 
the research combines the major objectives of these other 
studies and in so doing, obtains at least some co~parative 
data • The instruments used in these various projects were 
therefore used in the design of the Gorge recreationist 
survey. 
Socio-demographic characteristics are accepted as good 
baseline data and _are included in all of these :studies. 
Such characteristics include age, sex, level of education 
completed, occupation, childhood home and city/state of 
residen_ce, Elicitation of such data is straightforward and 
relatively easy. Because the Gorge does provide 
opportunities for a vast array of recreational activities 
o3 
(as opposed to many river recreational areas which cater 
strictly to canoeists), it was decided to ask the visitor to 
respond both· to a list of given "reasons for coming to the 
Gorge" as well as to a selected list of "activities in which 
they would engage" (Christopherson 1973). In an effort to 
define a quality experience, the visitor was asked to 
respond to two sets of questions -- one group focused on 
defining "wilderness" while the other asked for responses to 
a set of possible development alternatives (Peckfelder 
1973). The density tolerance levels were measured using 
Heberlein's "Return Potential Hodel" where a recreationist 
is asked to respond to how he/she would feel about seeing 
one, two, three ••• up to thirty plus people while. doing 
his/her main activity (i.e. hiking, camping, etc.). A curve 
is plotted from the responses. The point at which the curva 
crosses from a positive to a negative value is the most 
critical; it designates the point at which the visitor first 
feels the quality of his/her experience declining (1977:72), 
The set of questions described above served as the pre-test 
instrument which was tested during the summer of 1979. 
In order to determine whether the "recreational niche'' 
idea which arose from the participant observations was 
valid, three survey locations were used in the pre-test --
Marysville, Sky Bridge and Koomer Ridge. Five hundred and 
ninety-five cases were completed during the three month 
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period. Data analysls indicated there were indeed different 
types of people going to these locations as given by 
distinct differences in their socio-q,emographic 
characteristics, the activities in which they were engaging 
and their density tolerance levels. Little variability was 
noted however, in those sets of questions that attempted to 
define a quality wilderness area. Everyone's concept of a 
wilderness area was ·essentially the same. Given these pre-
tes~ results, the visitor survey was re-designed and 
implemented in 1980-81. 
The Recreaticnist survey 
The final visitor survey elicited information regarding 
visitation patterns, the activities in which visitors 
engaged, their contact preferences, their feelings toward 
certain tentative management alternatives, their perceptions 
regarding management of the area and certain socio-
demographic characteristics (Appendix A). 7he specific 
information utilized in this research includes (1) tne 
visitor's trip motives, i.e. the main reasons he/she came to 
the Sorge, (2) all of the activities in which the visitor 
planned to engage during that particular visit to the area, 
(3) their contact preferences, (4) their feelings toward 
certain tentative management alternatives (i.e. 
services available, having campsites with 
having more 
no sanitary 
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facilities, etc.), 
characteristics. 
and (5) their socio-demographic 
More Particinant Observations fill£ "Reci:-eational Niche" 
Identification 
The genei:-al hypothesis of this research has been that the 
"recreational niches" found in the Gorge are first indica1:ed 
by differences in socio-demographic characteristics and 
recreational activities of the visitoi:-s, Theii:- density 
tolerance levels 
substantiate this 
and development pi:-eferences act 
hypothesis thei:-eby determining 
1:0 
the 
existence of these niches. The niches in turn, lend support 
to preserving the "dispersed recreation" policy currently 
enacted for the area as well as exemplifying the need for 
mai~taining the wide diversity of i:-ecreational opportuni1:ies 
presently available in the Gorge. 
Based on the results of the pre-test as well as on 
additional participant observations, it was cleai:- 1:hat a 
very wide geogranhical area of the Gorge was being utilized 
by the visitors, that is, there were potentially more than 
three or fo~r recreational niches in the ai:-ea. For 
instance, it was recognized that Marysville was not 1:he only 
"partying" area. While 
kids from Cincinnati, 
its clientele were primarily young 
Indian Creek which is located 
northwest of the "Gorge proper" and somewhat isolated, . . 
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served as a "party get-away" for local residents. Gr:ays 
Arch and Rock Bridge were r:e.cognized as ar:eas utilized botil 
by day-hikers and backpackers. Chimney Top was identified 
as more cf a touristy spot, second only to Sky Bridge. 
Clearly it must be recognized that the types of people 
found at these various locations are not exclusive. That is 
to say, those visitors who spend the week-end partying at 
Marysville will invariably go to Sky Bridge or Chimney Top 
sometime during their visit. The general tendency however, 
is for those for instance, who go to the Gorge to take short 
hikes, to go to ·several locations offering this same type of 
recreation, just as the backpacker hikes not one, but 
several of the longer trails in the area. It was therefore 
safe to suppose that the majority of people interviewed at 
any o.ne location would fit into a par:ticular niche pattern. 
Sampling Strategy Utilized 
After having hiked extensively in the Gor~e region, 
becoming familiar with the geography and the kinds of 
visitors found throughout the area, fifteen locations uera 
chosen as survey sites and as potential "recreational 
niches" (Figure IV-1), These locations served as subgroups 
to insure a stratified sample so that "each subgroup (was) 
adequately represented in the sample" (Pelto and Pelto 
1978:133). 
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After dividing the Gorge area into sublocations, a 
"nonprobabili ty" sampling technique was used to survey the 
recreationists at each location (Pelto and Pelto 1978:132; 
Peckfelder 1973:11-12; Kish 1965:75). Given the research 
situation, the goal in this project was not so much to have 
a random sample, but rather for the sample to be 
representative in terms of use levels at .the various 
locations. By administering surveys for six-hour periods 
during both the week and on week-ends, general use levels at 
each site were established. Sampling was done at each 
location for an equal number of days over a period of three 
months {June through August 1980). Duri.ng this initial 
sampling period, 1696 surveys were completed. Some week-end 
surveying was done during the year (September through ~ay 
1981) in ordec to obtain comparative seasonal data. E;ccept 
for the severe winter months, this surveying was also.done 
using a. six-hour sampling strategy. During Januacy and 
February, ~nyone who was found recceating in the Gorge (it 
was spacsely populated at this time) was asked to fill out a 
survey focm. Ducing the year, anothe c 916 cases were 
completed making a total sample of 2612 cases for the 
recreaticnist survey. 
The cesearch assistants administecing the instrument used 
the nonprobability approach to administec ·as many surveys as 
possible ducing the six-hour sampling peciod. Not all of 
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the recreationists at any particular location were surveyed. 
During the week when there were not as many people in the 
area, there was a greater chance that all or most of the 
people encountered would be asked to fill out a form. On 
the week-ends, however, there were far too many people to 
survey everyone. Because mo~t people took about ten minutes 
to fill out the survey, the number of completed forms per 
location has still been able to give some indication as to 
the extent of use at each particular site. 
In essence, this research has combined the approaches 
used in several recent studies regarding various aspects of 
river recreational use in an effort to get a more holistic 
picture of the Red River Gorge recreationist. aoth 
descriptive information regarding the visitors and their 
activities and data concerning a range of development and 
management preferences were elicited in an attempt to (1) 
define the Gorge recreationist, (2) determine his/her 
perception of a high-quality wilderness experience, and (3) 
identify their preferences regarding future development of 
the area. Two major questions can be asked of these data. 
The first is at what point, if any, the quality of the 
recreational experience is reduced. If the experience is 
being downgraded, a second question would be what kinds o= 
actions could be taken to effectively remedy the situation. 
With regards to the first question, to know when, why, how 
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and where these decreases are occurring should greatly aid 
in establishing desired use levels, types of recreation the 
area can best offer, and the highest level of visitation the 
area can withstand. The second question suggests the need, 
given that problems with the recreational experience do 
exist, for the revision of present-day management policies. 
The data presented in Chapters IV and V provide information 
regarding the recreationists and their definition of a 
quality level experience. Given these findings, Chapter VI 
explores possible management alternatives to policies which 
are currently being implemented in the area. 
CHAPTER IV - GENERAL VISITOR CHARACTERISTICS 
This chapter will focus 
recreationist. Characteristics 
on the. 
oi visitors 
typical 
to the 
Gorge 
Gorge 
will first be presented on a general basis after which 
recreationists will be defined more specifically according 
to each of the fifteen survey locations, Ge:c.eral socio-
demographic characteristics of the v·isitors, including age, 
sex, education, occupation and residence will be presented 
as well as their trip motives, the kinds of activities in 
which t!iey most frequently engage, and the main activities 
for which they go ·to the Gorge, After establishing the 
typical Red River Gorge visitor according to these factors, 
the same variables will then be used to typify the 
recreationist at each of the survey locations as a means for 
introducing the "recreational niches" that exist in the 
Gorge. chapter V will further explore the "niche" 
hypothesis with the presentation of the relationships that 
exist between the recreationists• development preferences, 
recreational activities, and density tolerance preferences 
as they occur at each of the survey sites. 
!k ~ River Gorge Recreationist 
The demographic variables were measured directly and 
include age, 
completed and 
sex, occupation, highest level of education 
present city/state of residence. As is 
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evident from Table IV-1, the mean age of the. visitors to the 
Gorge is 28 vears. This is not surprising given the fact 
that around the country it is primarily young people who 
participate in outdoor wilderness recreation. The age span 
of the visitors (16-79) is quite impressive. Yet as will 
become evident later in this chapter, the older people are 
found primarily in those places offering the most 
conveniences, primarily the more "tourist-y" spots. Few 
older people use the rugged trails, camp deep in the woods 
or canoe the river. Because the area offers more of this 
type of wilderness recreation, younger people come to the 
Gorge and hence the fairly low mean age level, 
• 
About sixty percent of the visitors to the Gorge are male 
and forty percent are female (Table IV-2), Most females are 
either with males or with a fam~ly group. Few females come 
to the Gorge alone. The higher percentage of males is 
probably due to the fact that the area caters to this fairly 
rugged, wilderness-type recreation. Also, those places in 
the Gorge which cater to "hard-core partyecs•• and have a 
reputation of being somewhat dangerous, most likely 
negatively influence the use of the area by females. 
AGE 
0-16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31-40 
41-50 
51-60 
60i-
Table IV-l - £ Levels of the Red River Gorge 
Recreationists 
FREQUENCY 
68 
60 
97 
153 
168 
184 
175 
176 
137 
145 
84 
107 
83 
78 
88 
407 
175 
77 
49 
2511 
PERCENTAGE 
2,7 
2,4 
3,8 
6,1 
6,7 
7,3 
6,9 
7,0 
5,5 
5,8 
3,4 
4,3 
3,3 
3,l 
3,5 
16,2 
. 6,9 
· 3,1 
1,9 
100.0 
Mean Age• 28.078 
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Table IV-2 Sex Ratios of the~ River Gorge Rec:ceationists 
SEX 
Male 
Female 
?R~QUENCY 
1497 
995 
2492 
The highest level of 
PERCENTAGE 
60.1 
39.9 
100.0 
education completed for most 
recreationists is that of "some college or additional 
schooling" (Table IV-3). Yet the ra:ige is representative of 
all levels. About thirty percent of the visitors have only 
completed either grades 9-11 or have received a high school 
diploma. Another twenty-nine percent have completed a 
Bachelors degree or- have done some graduate work. And 
another ten percent actually have a graduate degree. 
Table IV-3 -- Education Levels of ~ Red 9.i ver Gorge 
Recreationists 
EDUCATION FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
Grades 0-8 59 2.3 
Grades 9-11 218 8.7 
Some college/addi-
tional schooling 915 36.6 
High school 
diploma 5 ll5 21 • 8 
Bachelors degree 312 12.5 
Graduate degree 254 10. 2 
Some graduate 
work 197 7,9 
2500 100.0 
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Most of the recreationists who come to the Gorge are 
either from Cincinnati, Louisville or Lexington (Table 
IV-LI). Cincinnati is approximately 130 miles from the 
Gorge; Louisville is about 135 miles while Lexington is only 
60 miles away. Because the Gorge is relatively close to all 
of these major cities, it receives most of its visitation 
from their residents. Yet a large number of visitors do 
come from other cities in Kentucky as · well as from other 
places in Ohio. There is also a significant number of 
people from the northern states. Most of this population is 
from southern Indiana. The Gorge then, comes to serve as a 
week-end "get-a-way" for most people, not only because of 
its extraordinary beauty, but also because of its convenient 
location. 
Visitors to the Gorge are of a variety of occupations. 
The largest number of recreationists fall into the 
professional and student categories, yet there is also a 
significant number of visi tcrs who are ei the:- clerical 
workers, craftsmen, service workezs or homemakers (Table 
IV-5). The young age levels explain the high student 
population as well as the fact that the three major cities 
mentioned above each have a major university. It is typical 
of many stud en ts to want to "get-away," to go hiking and 
camping for the week-end. Professionals on the other hand, 
are most likely better able to afford this type o: 
Table IV-4 -- Residences ~ the Red River Gorge 
Recreationists 
RESIDENCE 
Cincianati 
Louisville 
Lexington 
Other Kentucky* 
Other Ohio* 
Northeast ** 
East ** 
North** 
Central** 
South** 
Southwest ** 
Northcentral ** 
West** 
Northwest ** 
Out-of-Country 
FREQUENCY 
Sll 
311 
417 
827 
279 
35 
17 
110 
34 
26 
2 
6 
14 
3 
12 
PERCENTAGE 
19.6 
11.9 
16.0 
31.8 
10.7 
1.3 
0.1 
4.2 
1.3 
1.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.6 
o.s 
o.s 
100.0 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Table rv-q continued, 
* "Other Kentucky" denotes all places in Kentucky 
excluding Lexington and Louisville, 
"Other Ohio" denotes all places in Ohio other 
than Cincinnati, 
** "Northeast" refers to the states of Maine, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey 
and Pennsylvania, 
"East" refers to the states of Maryland, 
Delaware, Virginia and West Virginia, 
"North" refers to the states of Indiana and 
Michigan, 
"Central" refers to the states of Illinois, 
Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska and Kansas. 
"South" refers to the states of Tennessee, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida, 
Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Louisiana and Arkansas. 
"Southwest" refers to the states of Texas, 
Oklahoma, New Mexico and Arizona, 
"Northcentral" refers to the states of 
Wisconsin, Micnesota, North Dakota and 
South Dakota. 
"West" refers to the states of California, 
Utah, Colorado, Nevada and Hawaii. 
"Northwest" refers to the states of Washington, 
Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming and Alaska. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Table IV-5 - Occupations of ~~River Gorge 
Recreationists 77 
OCCUPATION 
CATEGORIES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
Professional 579 23.3 
Managerial 122 4.9 
Sales 101 4.1 
Clerical 265 10.6 
Craftsmen 267 10.1 
Operatives 116 4.7 
Transport 15 0.6 
Laborers 96 3.9 
Farmers 21 o.8 
Service 222 8.9 
Student 448 17.9 
Unemployed 38 1.5 
Retired 30 1.2 
Armed Services 10 0.4 
Homemaker 141 5.1 
Self-employed 19 o.8 
2490 100.0 
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recreation. Some enjoy buying equipment used for long 
backpacking expeditions while others go fully-equipped with 
radio, television and bicycles for family outings at the 
local campground. 
Each visitor surveyed was asked to give his/her reasons 
for going to the Gorge. Nine choices were provided and the 
recreationist was asked to choose all those that applied 
{Appendix A: Question A-14). As is seen in Table IV-6, an 
overwhelming seventy-nine percent of the visitors go to the 
Gorge to experience the natural beauty. Other popular 
motives include getting away from everyday routine, 
experi~ncing the peacefulness, being with friends or family 
and getting outdoor exercise. Less important reasons for 
going to the Gorge are taking it easy, partying -- having a 
good time, and experiencing the rugged life, 
Table IV-6 -- Trio ~otives of~~ River Go;:ge 
Recreationists 
~OTT VE 
Natural beauty 
Away frcm routine 
Peacefulness 
Friends/Family 
Outdoor exersize 
Take it easy 
Rugged life 
Party 
Communion 
with God 
Other 
Total 
* Each percentage 
FREQUENCY 
2019 
1584 
1451 
. 1422 
1403 
1120 
828 
815 
575 
37 
2552 
indicates that of the 
PERCENTAGE* 
79. 1 
62. 1 
56.8 
55.7 
54.9 
43.9 
32, 5 
31.9 
22. 5 
1. 7 
1 00. 0 
total populatioc. 
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As in the question regarding trip motives, the 
recreationists were also asked to indicate from a list of 
activities, all of those in which they would engage during 
that particular visit to the Gorge. They were then asked to 
indicate their main activity (Appendix A: Questions B-1, 2). 
Approximately eighty-six percent of the visitors go to the 
Gorge to hike (Table IV-7). Almost sixty percent go to 
camp. Picnicking, rock climbing, swimming and partying are 
also very popular activities. There were fewer responses to 
canoeing, fishing~ and birdwatching, and even less to 
hunting and 4-wheeling (defined here as "off-the-road'' 
vehicles). Included in the "other" category are activities • 
such as photography, sightseeing and general relaxation. It 
appears from Table IV-8 that the primary activities £or 
which most recreationists go to the Gorge are either hiking 
• 
or camping. !orty percent of the visitors visit ~he area to 
hike while another twenty-nine percent go there to camp. 
The other activities were chosen by much smaller numbers of 
visitors. 
Table IV-7 -- Activities .2! ~~River Gorge 
Recreationists 
ACTIVITY FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE* 
Hiking 2187 85.7 
Camping 1519 59.9 
Picnicking 1185 46.4 
Rock climbing 1059 41. 5 
Swimming 831 32.6 
Partying 720 28.2 
Fishing 314 12.3 
Canoeing 301 11. 8 
Birdwatching 242 9.5 
4-wheeling 113 4. LI 
Hunting 56 2.2 
Other 471 1 s. 5 
Total 2553 
*Each percentage indicates that of the total populat:ion. 
Tabl'3 IV-8 --~ Activity _2t ~~ River. Gorge 
Recreationists 
~AIN ACTIVITY 
Hiking 
Camping 
Partying 
Rock climbing 
Pic:iicking 
Canoeing 
Fishing 
Swimming 
4-wheeling 
Hunting 
Birdwatching 
Other 
Total 
FREQUENCY 
979 
701 
122 
89 
85 
68 
42 
22 
17 
9 
3 
304 
2441 
PERCENTAGE 
40. 1 
28. 7 
4.9 
3.7 
3.5 
2.8 
1. 7 
0.9 
0.7 
0.4 
0. 1 
12.5 
100.0 
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Table IV-9 summarizes all of the above characteristics of 
Gorge recreationists and portrays a typical visitor to the 
area. Generally speaking, the Gorge visitor is male, in his 
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Table IV-9 - The Typical Red River Gorge Recreationist 
AGE 
T9=30 years 
Mean 28.1 
SEX 
iial'e 60% 
Female 40% 
EDUCATION 
Some college or 
addi tioual. 
schooling 36% 
OCCUPATION 
Professional. 23.3% 
Student 17';9% 
RESIDENCE 
Cincinnati 19.6% 
Louisville 11.9% 
Lexington 16.0% 
Other Kentucky 31.8% 
Other Ohio 10.7% 
TRIP MOTIVES 
Natural beauty 79.1% 
Away from everyday 
routine 62.1% 
ACTIVITIES - -- ---- -
Riking 85.7% 
Camping 59.5% 
Picnicking 46.4% 
MAIN ACTIVITY 
liiking 40.1% 
camping 28.7% 
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late twenties and is either enrolled in college or a young 
professional. Re is most li.kely from Cincinnati, Louisville 
or Lexington and has come to the Gorge primarily to 
experience the natural beauty while either hiking or 
camping. 
Although this definition seems fairly clear-cut, the wide 
range of responses to the variables presented above do 
suggest there is a wide variety of recreationists visiting 
the Gorge. As will he shown below, certain areas do indeed 
cater to certain types of visitors {as they are defined 
according to these precise 
variables which will be 
variables as well as 
discussed in Chapter 
to those 
V) • The 
"recreational niche" idea.begins to evidence itself as these 
locations are proven to serve various ~ypes of people for a 
variety of reasons. 
The survey Locations 
!he purpose of this section is to provide a general 
description of the various survey locations as presented by 
the recreationist questionnaire data analysis (Figure IV-1). 
Due to the fact that the sample at each location represents 
the extent of use by the visitors of that par~icular area, 
the number of cases varies by location {Table IV-10). For 
this reason, the data will be presented according to 
percentages rather than frequencies. Although there were 
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fifteen initial survey sites, only eleven are presented 
here. The »canoe points" served as two survey sites (one 
each at two bridges), and there were three major trail 
systems, all of which are represented in the "trails" 
category. 
Table IV-10 -- Number QI Cases per Location 
LOCATION 
Harysville 
715 Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
Koomer Ridge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
Canoe Points 
Trails 
NUMBER OF CASES 
296 
57 
541 
315 
298 
259 
295 
176 
211 
35 
119 
2606 
Harysville is located on the north side of the Red River 
and extends up river approximately two miles. Although 
suffering some of the worst environmental degradation, it is 
perhaps one of the most beautiful spots in the Gorge. 
Moonshiner's Arch, one of the legendary sites in the area is 
found at this location. Marysville suffers terribly from 
soil compaction, eroded river banks, litter, cut living 
trees and campfire scars. It appears as if the 
recreationists who go there have absolutely no respect for 
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the land. As one of the county sheriffs notes: "rhere is a 
certain class of people -- real nice people -- who do come 
in. And then there's a few -- the hippies -- they also pick 
up the trash. rt• s the half-breeds that cause problems." 
And because of only a few who leave litter and go tearing 
through the woods with their knives and axes cutting trees, 
' the area has an appearance of being totally degraded. 
Most use Marysville as a "party" spot. The land is 
privately owned and there is no consistent patrolling of the 
area so it is fairly safe for heavy drug and drinking 
activity. The person who owns this land lives about 15-20 
miles away and is unable to monitor the are,a. . If one hikes 
up the river a couple of miles some of the most beautiful 
places in the Gorge are found -- waterfalls, large boulders 
in the river forming deep, cool swimming holes, and very 
shallow, babbling brooks emptying into the river. The land 
further up the river has received little of the abuse such 
as that at the entrance (most of the partyers are usuall/ 
not willing to carry camping gear and alcohol too far up the 
trail) -- the rhododendron becomes very dense, moss covers 
many.rocks, and boulders with large tree,roots clinging to 
every side, give the visitor a sense of being in the deep 
wilderness. While the trail at the entrance to ~arysville 
is three-four feet wide, it gradually narrows and finally 
ends where Clifty Creek empties into the Red River. 
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Although most of Marysville 1 s visitors tend to be young, 
"hard-core" pa rtyers from Cincinnati down for the week-end 
to "get high," this is not to say that other people do not 
go there. :'or example, during one survey day I kept running 
across the same group of local m~n. The two younger ones 
were fishing for catfish bare-handed while the two older 
were hunting snakes (with rifles). The same day I 
interviewed an apprentice herb specialist. He spent about a 
week hiking in the area collecting herbs and making various 
teas for people whom he noticed were suffering from 
allergies. In essence, there is as much diversity of 
visitors in Marysville as there are at most of the survey 
locations -- a factor which cannot be ignored when defininq 
-
recreational experiences. Yet Marysville is primarily used 
by these young partyers, who for many, especially most 
locals with families, have earned such a bad reputation that 
most feel it is no longer a "decent ~lace" to take thei.i: 
families and avoid the area completely. 
The 1.1.2 turnouts are located on the north bank of the Red 
River along the 9.8 mile stretch of i:oad between the Highway 
77 and 715 bridges (Figure IV-1). In 1975, due to 
inci:easing environmental damage, the Foi:est Service posted 
strict camping restrictions along this stretch of the road. 
Soil compaction was obvious and some of the plant 
populations were being threatened. Some recovery of the 
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area has occurred yet it remains posted and will retain this 
status until it has recovered according to the standards of 
the Forest Service. Despite these restrictions some still 
camp in the area. Occasionally they are caught, cited for 
camping illegally and forced to abandon their campsite. In 
general, most people obey the restrictions and only stop 
along the road to swim or picnic on the riverbanks. A 
mixture of people visit these areas -- families who picnic, 
groups of young adults who swim and older men spending a 
quiet day fishing. 
fil.y Bridge 
entire Gorge 
people. !lot 
is probably the most frequented~ spot in the 
area and is visited by a great diversity of 
only does the arch itself serve as an 
attraction, but that the road is wide and newly-paved and 
the trail to the arch asphalted, are also appealing 
features, especially for those who may want to 
wilderness without experiencing its ruggedness. 
large parking lot which on Sunday afternoons is 
enjoy the 
There is a 
full and 
overflowing. There is also a designated picnic area with 
grills making it a pleasant. place to relax and enjoy the 
view. 
The 
yards; 
arch. 
trail to Sky Bridge is quite short about 300 
it is longer if cne wants to hike down under the 
It is fairly safe in that there are fences where the 
88 
drop-off is particularly steep, but there is no protection 
when one is standing directly en top of the arch. One woman 
fell off during the summer of 1980 and was killed. 
While visitors to this area include young hikers, young 
couples with small children, and backpackers, a signiftcant 
percentage (about ten percent) 
(between 50-80 years of age). 
tend to be somewhat olier 
Sky Bridge is probably the 
one place in the Gorge where grandmas and grandpas come for 
their regular Sunday afternoon walk. Older couples touring 
the area by Cadillac with AAA books in hand also tend to 
show up here. Because of its easy access, buses full of 
church/school kids eager to explore and run through the 
woods oftentimes come here for a week-end outing. 
~ Bridge is located at the southeast corner of the 
Gorge on Swift Camp Creek. One has to drive down a narrow 
gravel road about three miles to reach this site. From the 
picnic area, the recreationist has access to the one-mile 
trail to the arch and alsn to trail #219, which is one of 
the longer, 
backpackers 
hikers. 
more rugged trails in the area. This brings 
to the area as well as picnickers and day 
Although somewhat 
heavily congested on 
isolated, Rock 
the week-ends. 
Bridge is usually 
The parking space 
provided is inadequate, and people are forced to park their 
cars up the gravel road which leads into the plac~. 
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I have 
sometimes seen at last twenty cars parked in such fashion. 
About forty percent of the visitors at Rock Bridge had 
negative feelings about the.number of people seen. It is 
somewhat curious to me that such an isolated place is so 
heavily used. 
I noticed over the course of the summer that many 
visitors who had previously stopped at Natural aridge had 
been given Red River Gorge tourist maps, most of which had 
various sites circled in red. My impression is that whoever 
does this circling, considers the type of person he is 
directing to the Gorge and makes his recommendation 
accordingly. For instance, one young couple at Rock Bridge 
had been given this particular map 1 on which was circled 
Grays Arch, Rock Bridge, Chimney Top and Sky Bridge. 
Another older couple at Sky Bridge with their children, had 
a map with only Sky Bridge circled. Either someone is 
deciding what sites a ferson is going to see, is attempting 
to channel traffic away from and/or to certain areas, or is 
making recommendations in response to certain requests. 
Chimney Top offers one of the most impressive scenic 
views in the entire Gorge area. The gravel road leading to 
the site is about five miles long off of Highway 715. The 
trail to the overlook is asphalted, about two-thirds of a 
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mile lQng and extends right to the cliff top of the Gorge. 
Chimney Top Rock is about 200 feet high and 600 feet above 
the Red River. It is actually a joint fracture that has 
broken away from the cliff face and is about 3 1/2 feet from 
it. Despite the safety guard rails put up by the Forest 
Service, fatal accidents still occur. Only last month 
(April 1982), a young boy under the influence of drugs, fell 
from the overlook and was killed. 
These cliffs are a favorite challenge for rock climbers, 
yet there are safety hazards. Although climbing is 
prohibited on the week-ends and during the summer months 
when visitation rates are hig?, climbers are nonetheless 
subject _to potential "abuse from above" so to speak. One 
day a member of the research team witnessed two climbers 
ascending the last section of the cliff. When they got to 
the top they were outraged because some kids had been 
throwing rocks over the cliffside without realizing there 
were climbers underneath. It is precisely for such reasons 
that climbers never climb on the week-ends. One said: 
"There are just too many people; the chance of getting 
seriously hurt is too great, and not from a climbing 
accident, but from the inconsiderate nincompoops above." 
Apart frcm rock climbers, the visitors at Chimney Top dre 
very much like those at Sky Bridge. There is perhaps a 
somewhat smaller number of older people but still a wide 
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range of ages and types. 
Koomer Ridae is the cne official campground in the area 
and is run by the Forest Service. Facilities include 
latrines, water, electricity and marked-off gravel areas for 
sixty campsites {tents and trailers) and latrines for an 
additional ten-fifteen campsites for tents only. There is 
not an office at the campground; people are expected to 
register and leave the $2 fee in a small box a~ ~the 
entrance. During the week-ends the demand is sometimes so 
high that people have actually been observed fighting 
(verbally) for campsites. The area is cleaned during the 
week by high-school age conservation corps workers. Other 
maintenance requirements are met by the Forest service, 
Koomer Ridge serves a. diverse public. Family groups tend 
to use the campground mare than they do the primitive sites. 
There are also some backpackers who camp here as a base from 
which to make overnight excursions. 
There arP. several short trails in the immediate area of 
the campgro,1nd, Trail #220 also starts here, follows the 
ridge and then descends down to Chimney Top ci:eek. This 
trail also provides access to trails 226 and 221. tihile 
some who camp at Koo mer hike tl1ese various longer trail 
systems, others hop in their cars and spend the day 
sightseeing while still others hang hammocks at theic 
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campsite and sleep the week-end away. 
Grays A.&£h is somewhat similar to Rock Bridge in that it 
offers a picnic area and at the same time, serves as an 
access point to both the trail to the ·arch and to trail 
#221. The trail to the arch is located approximately one 
mile down Tunnel Ridge road off of Hwy 15. The arch itself 
ranks as one of the most spectacular in the Gorge. It is 
fifty feet in height and its eighty-foot span is the longest 
in the area. It is also the only one of the large ridge-top 
arches that has good-sized trees growing on top of its span. 
Part of this trail is quite steep and somewhat rugged; there 
is a smal~ gorge directly under one side of the arch. Some 
visitors brin_g ropes and rapell the cliffs on this side. 
And because they are not marked in any way accidents 
frequently happen in this area also. 
Raven Fock is located toward the north end of~he Gorge. 
It is a large solitary rock that swings out high over on= 
side of a mountain. One can drive up a somewhat treacherous 
road to reach the rock and enjoy its overlook. It is 
privately owned but is in the process of being s~ld to the 
federal government. !\t one time, the owners were charging a 
small fee (11.00 for adults and $.50 for children) to drive 
up the road to the rock. After heavy rains, the people who 
were collecting the fees would recommend that the visitor 
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not try the road unless driving a four-wheel drive vehi~le. 
Only part of the road is paved and even this portion is in 
bad need of repair. The rest of the road is gravel with 
ruts which may be up to two feet deep making the sharp, 
hairpin turns especially dangerous. 
When-one ascends to the top, the view from all four sides 
is spectacular. Farms lie directly beneath, while Chimney 
Top and Tower Rock can be seen in the distance. Today, as 
the sale nears its finality, the road has been closed to 
visitors and no one is allowed to go up the road (surveys 
were administered at this location when the road was 
formally open). 
When the .road was open, -the vast majority of visitors to 
Raven Rock were local families. It seems as if this site 
came to be the "Sky Bridge" for the locals. That is, on 
Sunday afternoons, those people living in surrounding areas 
would often take drives through the mountains and stop at 
Raven Rock. Either due to the sheer number or the type af 
recreationists who use the Gorge, most locals refuse to use 
the immediate Gorge environs. They prefer more solitary-
type places. Raven Rock was one of these because a lot of 
outsiders touring the area never realized they could drive 
to the rock and would always drive right on past. 
94 
Whereas Raven Rock served as the tourist spot for many 
locals, Indian Creek serves as their campground. This area 
is located somewhat away from the river but is still in the 
Gorge region and lies within the DBNF lands. When 
visitation to the Gorge first began to increase many of the 
locals in the area, including those who live in Stanton, 
Frenchburg and Campton, felt they could no longer go to the 
Gorge for their peaceful, quiet afternoon of fishing or 
swimming. In turn, they began to go to Indian Creek which 
offers the same kinds of activities and provides numerous 
beautiful camping sites as well. Most visitors simply pull 
off the road and set up their tents in one of the many flat 
• 
spots found along the·banks of the creek. Swimming, fishing 
and horseback riding (people bring their own horses) are 
favorite activities of people who use this area • 
• 
The canoe Points serve as the put-in and take-out sites 
for most of the canoeists. They are located at the Hwy 715 
and 77 bridges. This section of the river provides fairly 
easy canoeing so most paddlers interviewed were not the 
white-water canoeists who prefer the upper Red (above nwy 
715 bridge). The two liveries in the area do not allow 
their renters to canoe this upper section. During the 
spring-summer of 1980, there was very little rainfall and 
therefore not enough water for anyone. to canoe the river 
without a lot of portaging •. Hence, very few white-water 
• 
paddlers were 
intermediates. 
surveyed and 
Those that did 
only a 
canoe this 
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few beginner-
middle section 
were usually with large social or recreation groups who had 
undoubtedly planned their outing far in advance and were 
going to canoe the river regardless of water-level 
conditions. Bringing with them large coolers filled with 
beer and picnic baskets overflowing with food, these people 
were clearly on the river for the ride · rather- than the 
challenge and their happy-go-lucky attitude reflected this. 
Most of the hikers fcund along the longer, more rugged 
trails (Nos. 219, 220 and 221) are serious backpackers with 
large packs, bedrolls and tents. Few peo2le with day packs 
hike these trails. Some of the packers hike all day, set up 
camp for one night and hike again the next day, while others 
hike into the woods, set up camp for two-~hree days and then 
hike back out. Although utilizing different strategies, 
both types seem to be seeking the solitude of the deep 
"iOOdS • They are the purists, who as everyone else want to 
experience the natural beauty and peacefulness of the Gorge, 
but in addition, they want little or no interference from 
outside forces; they want to experience the ••rugged life'', 
to test their ability to cope with nature. 
In an effort to introduce the "recreational niches" which 
are found in the Red River Gorge, the demographic 
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characteristics of the visitors, the activities in which 
they engage and their trip motives, will be presented below 
according to each of the survey locations. These data are 
quite detailed, somewhat tedious and most useful for those 
most interested _in specific recreationist characteristics; 
therefore, the summation following this discussion is 
recommended for anyone not specifically interested in this 
topic. 
~~River Gorge Recreationists 12..I Location 
The average age levels of the recreationists accordin; to 
location range from twenty-four to thirty-one years of age 
(Table r·v-11). The youngest recreationists are found at 
Marysville and at the canoe points. 
partying spot in· the study area, 
Marysville visitors to be young. 
Being the most popular 
one would expect the 
Most of the canoeists 
surveyed at the two bridges were i.n the Gorge with large 
groups -- usually .established outings of recreational or 
conservation groups. Both the recreationists at Indian 
Creek and those surveyed along the trails have a mean age 
level of twenty-six years which is less than the overall age 
of the visitors to the entire Gorge area. These areas offer 
more _wilderness-type experiences which could ex~lain the 
younger age level. The 715 turnouts, Grays Arch and Raven 
Rock all have mean age levels in the late twenties. Sky 
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Bridge, Rock Bridge, Chimney Top and Koomer Ridge all have 
slightly older mean age levels. Sky Bridge and Chimney Top 
offer more tourist-type recreation. Both have asphalt 
trails to their respective attractions. Rock Bridge has a 
large, picnic area and the trail is fairly short yet at the 
same time, its ruggedness provides a more wilderness-type 
experience. Koomer Ridge is used mostly by families because 
of its camping facilities; therefore, the mean age level is 
a little older. Generally speaking, those areas which offer 
the most active kinds of activities (i.e. backpacking, 
canoeing. primitive camping) cater to the younger 
recreat ionists. Those areas that provide picnicking and 
fairly easy hiking trails but 'still within a wilderness 
setting, cater more to those in their late twenties. Tha 
more touristy spots offering some comfort and convenience 
cater to those who are yet a little older. 
Table IV-11 · -- :,ean .!£.s Levels 2f lli Gorge Rec re a tionists ---
E.I Location 
LOCATION 
Marysville 
. 715 Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
Keemer Ri-:lge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
canoe Points 
Trails 
l'IEAN AGE 
23.9 
28.8 
29.0 
30.9 
29.8 
31. 1 
26. 6 
27.8 
25.5 
23.3 
25.5 
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At all of the locations, there were more males than 
females (Table IV-12). Extremely high percentages of males 
were found at Marysville, the canoe points, and at the 
turnouts on Highway 715. More equal distributions occurred 
at Koomer Ridge and Raven Rock, both family-oriented sites. 
Table IV-12 -- ~-Female Ratios .21 ~ Recreationists l!.I 
Location 
LOCATION 
Marysville 
715 Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
Koomer Ridge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
Canoe Points 
Trails 
KALES 
72.5 
69.6 
57.3 
60. 3 
57.2 
53. 5 
·59.s 
53.0 
59.5 
76.7 
64.7 
l'EiiALES 
27.5 
30.4 
42.7 
39. 7 
42.8 
46.5 
40.2 
47.0 
40.5 
23. 3 
35.3 
At all of the survey locations, the largest percentage of 
recreationist s listed "some college or additional schooling" 
as the highest level of ed.ucation they have completed (!able 
IV- 13). At Marysville, Raven Rock and Indian Creek, at 
least sixty-five percent of the recreatior.ists have either 
completed high school or have had some college-level 
education. At all of the remaining locations, approxi~ately 
fifty percent of the recreationists fall within these two 
education levels. While Marysville, the turnouts, Sky 
Bridge, Raven Rock and Indian creek have a fairly wide 
LOCATION 
Marysville 
Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
Koomer Ridge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
Canoe Points 
Trails 
Table IV-13 -- Completed Education Levels of the Recreationists ~ Location 
PERCENTAGES 
Some 
Grades Grades High School Some Bachelors Graduate 
o-8 9-11 Diploma College Degree Work 
1.4 9.9 27.3 39.0 12.8 3.9 
3.6 10.9 23.6 36.4 3.6 9.1 
2.1 11,3 23,0 33.5 10.8 7.5 
2.7 5,7 13.6 39.9 15.3 11.9 
1.4 5,7 18.9 38,1 13.5 9.9 
·2 .4 1.1 17 ,1 29.7 14.2 11.4 
2,1 3.9 17 .1 39.5 15,4 10.1 
3,6 12.6 32.3 40.7 6.6 l,., 2 
3,0 13,8 32,5 37 ,4. 5.9 1.5 
- 9,4 28,1 25.0 21.9 12.5 
- 7,6 15,2 37,3 21.2 10,2 
Graduate 
Degree 
5.7 
12,0 
11,2 
10,9 
12.5 
17 .5 
11.9 
3,0 
5,9 
3,1 
8,5 
\£) 
U) 
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distribution of education levels, the rest of the locations 
cater more to those who have either completed a Bachelor's 
degree or have done some graduate work. At each of these 
survey sites, over thirty-five percent of the recreationists 
fall within these higher education levels. 
The Red River Gorge serves primarily as a r.egional 
recreation spot as is evidenced by the residence locations 
of the recreationists (Table IV-14). Generally speaking, 
most visitors to the Gorge come either from Cincinnati, 
Louisville or Lexington. If not from one of these three 
major cities, they are usually from somewhere else in Ohio 
or Kentucky. At Marysville, approximately thirty-three 
percent of the recreationists come from Cincinnati alone 
while another fifty percent come from somewhere in Kentucky. 
At the 715 turnouts however, about sixty-four percent of the 
visitors come from Kentucky. At Sky Bridge as well, the 
largest percentage of recreationists come from somewhere in 
Kentucky. Rock Bridge, Chimney Top, Koomer Ridge and the 
trails all have a fairly equal distribution of visitors 
coming from ~ither one of the three major cities or from 
elsewhere in Kentucky or Ohio. At Grays Arch almost twenty-
eight percent of the recreationists come from Cincinnati 
while another fifty percent come from Kentucky. 
Approximately seventy-four percent of these people come from 
Cincinnati. !t Indian creek and the canoe points, high 
Table IV-14 -- Residences of the Recreationists EY. Location 
I.OCATION RESIDENCE 
Other Other 
Cincinnati Louisville Lextngton Kentucky Ohio Northeast East 
·-
Marysville ]J.2 10.8 11.2 26.8 6.1 1.1 1.4 
71S Turnouts 12.1 1.8 22.8 40.1 10.5 
Sky Bridge 11.1 9.8 17.9 16.5 10.0 2.9 1.1 
Rock Bridge 21.0 16.6 18.2 21.2 10.2 1-6 
Chimney Top 15.l 19 .1 21.8 27.9 6.7 0.1 0.1 
Koomer Ridge 24.7 10.4 11.9 25.5 16.6 1.2 0.4 
Grays Arch 27.9 11.1 ll-6 24.9 11.1 - 0.1 
Raven Rock 10.9 9.7 14.9 49.1 4.6 1.7 1.1 
Indian Creek 17.1 8.1 12.4 49.0 ll.9 
Canoe Points 20.0 ll.4 11.1 8.6 
Tralla 21.0 9.3 16.8 21.0 22.7 1.1 
North Central South Southwest Northcentral Weet Northweat Out-of-County 
--
Marysville 5.4 0.1 0.1 - - - - 0.4 
71S Turnouts 10.5 - 1.8 
Sky Bridge 4.1 1. 7 1.5 0.2 1.1 1.1 - o.4 
Rock Bridge 4.8 1.9 1.1 - - 0.1 - 0.9 
Chimney Top 4.7 1.0 0.1 - - 0.1 - 1.1 
Koomer Ridge 4.3 1.5 1.5 
Grays Arch 3.4 1.4 0.3 - - 1.0 0.1 0.1 
Raven Rock 6.1 1. 7 
Indian Creek - 0.5 0.5 - - 0.5 
Canoe Pointe 5.7 - 2.9 2.9 
Trails 2.5 2.5 1.7 - - - o.e 
*See Tabla IV-4 footnote for the listing of states referred to by each area. 
... 
b ... 
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percentages of the recreationists seventy and sixty 
Very few 
?tobably 
percent respectively are from Kentucky. 
recreationists co:ne from outside Ohio or Kent_ucky. 
the most frequently listed other residence area is the 
northern states which refers here to Indiana and Michigan. 
There are quite a few visitors who come from the southern 
part of Indiana. The Gorge is still a reasonable distance 
for these people to travel over a week-end with yet enough 
time to relax and recreate as well. 
As is evident from Table IV-15, most of the 
recreationists in the Gorge are either professionals, 
students, clerical workers or craftsmen. at the 715 
turnouts and Koomer Ridge, there are higher percentages of 
professionals than any of the other occupation categories. 
Although high percentages of the visitors at Maryville, 3ky 
Bridge, Rock Bridge, Chimney Top, the canoe points and Grays 
Arch are professionals, there are also significant 
percentages who are students. More students than 
professionals utilize the trails. At P.aven Rock and Indian 
Creek, the recreationists are either clerical workers or 
craftsmen rather than professionals or students. Both of 
these locations also have more 
comparison with all of the 
understandable that there ace 
people who are laborers in 
other locations. It is 
more blue-collar workers in 
these areas because these locations are visited more by 
1 iJ 3 
Table IV-15 - Occupations of the Recreationists .£l Location ---
LOCAnoN OCCUPATIOR' (Adjua'ced. P9rcaat•e•> 
Prof•••iDMl Haaa1e.n.al Sale a Clerical Crate.a.a Open.Ci ft• 
Marysville zo.3 4.7 4.3 a.z u., ,., 
115 Turnout• 38.3 z.1 z.1 z.1 14.t 4.3 
Sky Bridge "·' ,.1 3.3 10.4 10.a ,.1 lock lridge 24.3 6.3 3.a , .. 7 .3 3.a 
Ch.hlt•r Top 23.7 ,.1 4.4 13.5 ,.s 4.4 
ltoa.er Ridge 35,S , .. 3.7 ,.1 S.4 z., 
Craya Arch 21.a 4.8 3.9 10.3 11.0 4 •• 
Ravea. lock 13.3. 4.6 ,., 14.S 10.4 6.9 
Indian Creek u.1 o.s 3.4 u.o 23.7 6.3 
canoe Poi nta 26.7 6.7 10.0 13.3 13.3 
Trails zo.9 a.z a.z 11.a ,.1 s., 
Tnuport Laborers ra~n Senicff Stlldeat 
Maryaville 1., 4.7 o.a 4.3 z,.o 
715 Turnouts 4.3 10.6 17.0 
Sky Bridge o.a 3.9 · 0.9 3.3 zo.o 
Rock Bridge o., z.z 0.9 10.4 18.0 
Chimney Top 0.4 z., 0.1 a.a zo.4 
!Coo.r Ridge o.• 3.7 5.1 1,., 
Grays Arch o.3 1.a 1.1 .. , 22.• 
&.av.a Rock o.6 6.9 1.z 11.0 u.1 
Iadiu Creek o.s 8.7 o., 11.1 6.3 
Canoe Poincs 6.7 3.3 16.7 
Trails 1.a 3.6 ZS.5 ...... 
· ua.-ployed :it.tired Se"1ce9 Homeulc.er Se.J.l-Employtd 
Marysville 3.1 0.4 1.1 z.z a.a 
715 Turnouts z.1 z.1 6.4 
Sky Bridge 1.6 z.z 5.7 o.• 
B.ock. Bridge o.3 z.s o.3 8.z 1.3 
Cbiamey To9 o.• 0.1 o •• 4.7 
tcoomer Rid&e z.s z.5 o •• 8.7 Q.4 
Crays Arch !.4 Q.6 o.3 3.5 Q.6 
Rana Rock 1.1 9.3 1.1 
Indian Creek 1.4 o., 6.3 1.9 
C.noe Points 3.3 
Trails 1.1 2.7 Q.9 
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locals -- people from either Frenchburg, Stant9n, Campton or 
the immediate Gorge area. 
that at least eight percent 
It is also interesting to note 
of the recreationists at Rock 
Bridge, Koomer Ridge and Raven Rock are homemakers. These 
figures are probably due to the fact that these areas are 
visited primarily by families. 
As a means for establishing functions for which the Gorge 
area serves, the recreationists were asked to choose the 
main reasons they go to this particular area (Appendix A: 
Question A-14). Table IV-16 presents the percentages of 
visitors at each location who responded positively to each 
of these motives. The most common responses were "to 
experience the natural beauty," "to experience the 
peacefulness," "to· get away f·rom everyday routine, 11 "to get 
some outdoor exercise," and "to 
Indian Creek and 
be with friends or family," 
the canoe points, about At Marysville, 
fifty percent of the recreationists listed "to party and 
have a good time" as one of their trip motives. Not only at 
Marysville do people party, but a lot of larger groups also 
go to Indian Creek for such purposes. At both of these 
locations, a large percentage of the visitors also listed 
"to take it easy" which fits in with partying. 
Approximately forty-four percent of the recreationists 
surveyed at Marysville, Grays Arch, and along the trails 
listed "to experience the rugged life." Indian creek 
Table IV-16 -- Trip Motives of the Recreationists ~ Location* 
LOCATION TRIP HOTIVES 
Natural Co111•union Friends/ Away fr-011 Outdoor 
beauty with Cod Peacefulness Family Party Routine Exercise 
Marysville 72.8 24.1 57.6 6Z.l 51.9 68.6 51.z 
715 Brfdseo 68.4 19-3 50.9 40.4 28.1 59.7 40.4 
Sk)t Bridge 77 .9 24.6 48.0 49.7 21.1 50.3 48.4 
Rock Bridge 85.4 23.3 58.3 57 .]• 27.3 63.1 63.8 
Chi11111ey Top 86.6 25.4 65.6 62.5 21.2 68.8 61.0 
Koomer Rld1e 85.4 22.1 62.1 56.9 25.3 11.2 60.t 
Crays Arch 83.6 21.6 64.4 59.9 33.6 64.0 65.8 
Raven Rock 72.4 15.3 45,9 47,7 32.9 55.3 32,9 
Indian Creek 70.9 20.2 57.1 56,7 52,7 64.o 41.4 
Canoe Pol nt a 54,3 5,7 28.6 34.4 48,6 40.0 42.9 
Trails 80,3 24.8 67.5 57.3 23,9 70,9 70,9 
•Each percentage indicates that of the total population. 
Take lt 
Easy 
56.6 
42.1 
34.t 
38.2 
48.6 
47 .o 
45,6 
39,4 
57 .J 
37.1 
37,6 
Rugged 
Life 
44.1 
24.6 
22.5 
28.2 
)5.) 
26,5 
44,2 
20.0 
)8,9 
zs.1 
41,6 
~ 
0 
u, 
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visitors also frequently gave a positive respor.se to this 
trip motive. Both Marysville and the trails cater to deep 
-
wilderness hiking and normally . primitive camping. Grays 
Arch serves as one of the major access points to the longer 
trails so that a lot of backpackers are found in this area. 
Because Indian Creek does not have any kind of established 
trail system or any facilities for camping, most people do 
have a fairly rugged experience while enjoying the 
peacefulness and the natural beauty of the area. 
A similar structure to that of the trip motives question 
was used to obtain informa ticn regarding all the various 
activities in which the visitors engage while in the Gorge. 
Twelve activities were listed; the visitor was asked to 
indicate only those in which he/she would participate during 
that specific trip to the Gorge {Appendix A: Question B-1). 
Of all the activities listed, hiking and camping were the 
most popular {Table IV-17). Hiking is most popular except 
in those areas where camping is just as important, namely 
Marysville, Koomer Ridge, Indian Creek and along the trails. 
Swimming, rock climbing and picnicking are generally t~e 
second most popular activities. Where a water source is 
readily available such as at Marysville, the turnouts, along 
Highway 715 and at Indian Creek, swimming is listed 
frequently. Rock climbing is listed primarily at those 
locations along the river where high cliffs rise high above 
Table IV-17 -- Recreational Activities of the Visitors £X_ Location* 
LOCATION RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES 
lock 
Canoeing Fiahtna Hiking ca.ping sw1-1n1 Climbing 
Haryavtlle 17 ,5 17,5 90,I 15,9 60,1 68,1 
71S Turnouts 21, I 35,1 11,2 56,1 47,4 42,1 
Sky Bridge 12,3 8,8 84,6 31.8 25,5 36,5 
Rock Bridge 6,4 5,5 92,6 41,2 23,8 34,1 
Chimney Top 11,3 9,6 91,1 52,6 19,9 40,6 
Koomer llidse 7,5 14,1 91,8 83,9 25,5 27,1 
Graya Arch 9,6 6,5 94,9 10,1 25,8 49,1 
Raven Rock 17,9 8,1 53,8 38,1 26,6 30,1 
Indian Creek 10,4 32,1 61,8 84,2 60,9 42,1 
Canoe Pointe 45, 7 17 ,1 11,4 65,I 37,1 54,3 
Traill 4,l 6,0 96,6 88,0 33,3 41,9 
Picntcktna Birdwatching Partying 4-Wheellna Hunting 
Haryavill• 46, 7 7,9 51,2 2,1 2,4 
715 Turnouts 43,9 12,l 24,6 1,8 7,0 
Sky &ridge 42,7 1,1 18,4 ],3 1,7 
Rock Bridge 56,0 9,7 19.0 1,6 0,3 
Chimney Top 46, I 12,1 22,7 4,5 1,7 
Koo111er Ridge 50,2 13,3 19,6 1,6 2,4 
Craya Arch 48.l 10,7 25,9 2,8 1,4 
Raven Rock ]8,7 5,2 15,3 16,2 ],5 
Indian Creek 56,4 7,9 54,5 12,4 5,5 
Canoe Polnta 42,9 11,4 42,9 8,6 2,9 
Trall1 19,7 11,4 20,5 0.9 1,7 
-
• Each percentage tndtcatea that of the total population. 
~ 
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the water in such places as Marysville, the turnouts and the 
canoe points. In the Grays Arch area, 
of rock climbing done both underneath 
the arch. Picnicking is indicated 
touristy and/or camping areas such 
there is also a lot 
and to the sides of 
most often in the 
as Marysville, the 
turnouts, Sky Bridge, Rock Bridge, Koomer Ridge, Grays Arch, 
Indian Creek and the canoe points. Rock Bridge, Sky Bridge 
and Grays Arch all have fairly large picnic areas equipped 
with barbecue pits attracting large numbers of picnickers. 
Partying is listed most frequently at Marysville, Indian 
creek and the canoe points. Not too many of the 
recreationists surveyed indicated canoeing or fishing. The 
highest percentages of positive responses to these 
activities were at those locations near the river or creeks, 
namely the 715 turnouts, Indian Creek and the canoe points. 
Four-wh.eeling is prohibited vi thin the 
visitors at Raven Rock and Indian 
Gorge area yet those 
creek listed a fair 
percentage of positive responses. Because the road to aaven 
Rock is so treacherous most of the year, the owners 
recommended it be ~riven only with a four~wheel drive 
vehicle. At Indian Creek there are oftentimes locals who 
live close enough to bring their dune buggies ~ith the~. 
While very few people listed hunting 
Indian Creek there were some who 
as an activity, at 
indicated they hunt 
squirrel and rabbit while at those locations along the river 
I 
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some locals occasionally hunt snakes. 
Although it appears from Table IV-17 that visitors are 
engaging in a wide variety of activities, when asked to 
give the one main activity for which they came (Appendix A: 
Question B-2), the response was overwhelmingly hiking or 
camping ~able IV-18). Except at those locations where 
camping is important (i.e. Marysville, Koomer Ridge, 
· Indian creek, and the canoe points), hiking dominates. It 
the bridges, over thirty-two percent of the visitors listed 
canoeing as their main activity, which is predictable 
considering the fact that these locations serve primarily as 
the "put-in" and "take-out" points for most of the 
canoeists, At the Highway 715 turnouts, seven percent of 
the recreationists listed fishing as their main activity as 
did those at Indian creek. The turnouts serve primarily as 
picnic spots and as convenient places to stop and spend the 
day fishing. Most of the locals go to Indian Creek to fish 
because it is stocked with trout several times a year. Rock 
climbing is listed 
and Chimney Top. 
most often at the turnouts, Grays Arch 
Partying is listed with some fre;uer.cy at 
Marysville, Raven Rock and Indian Creek. All of these areas 
cater to large groups of young people who like to have a 
good time. The fact that both Marysville and Raven Rock are 
privately owned and are located "out-of-the-way" are added 
attractions for those who go to the Gorge for such reasons. 
Table IV-18 -- Main Activity of the Recreationists .l!.Y. Location 
LOCATION MAIN RECREATION ACTIVITY 
Rock 
Canoeing Fishing Hiking Camping Swimming Climbing 
Marysville 6.3 0.1 32.0 34.2 1.5 4.5 
715 Turnouts - 1.0 24.6 22.8 7,0 1.0 
Sky Bridge 2.1 1,0 47,0 18,5 0.8 2.0 
Rock Bridge 2.6 - 56.0 16.6 0,6 1.7 
Chimney 'l;'op 1.4 1.1 46.3 24.8 - • 8.6 Koomer Ridge 0.4 2.8 33.l 46.2 - 2.0 Grays Arch 0.4 0.1 51.2 30.3 - 6.0 
Raven Rock 7,5 0.6 23,6 21,7 1.9 1.2 
Indian Creek - 7,1 14.2 48.7 2.1 3.1 
Canoe Points 32.4 - 14.7 29.4 2.9 2.9 
Trails 0,9 2.6 45.2 39.l - 2,6 
Picnicking Birdwatching Partying 4-Wheeling 'Hunting Other 
Marysville - - 9,3 .., 1.5 10.0 
715 Turnouts 10.5 - 1.0 - 1.a 12,3 
Sky Bridge 5.8 - 3.9 0.2 - 18,l 
Rock Bridge 1.0 - 2,6 0.3 - 12.6 
Chimney Top 3.2 0.1 3,9 - - 10.0 
Koomer Ridge 1.6 0.4 1.9 - 0,8 10.8 
Grays Arch 1.4 - 3.2 - - 6.8 
Raven Rock 6.2 - 8,7 5.0 - 23.6 Indian Creek LO - 12.1 3.1 1.0 7.6 
Canoe Points - - 5.9 - - 11.8 
Trails - - 0.9 - - 8.7 
~ 
~ 
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summation--TyFical Visitor !U Location 
detailed consideration of tb.e above 
descriptive information may seem somewhat tedious, when 
these v1riables are presented together they can be used to 
establish the typical Gorge recreationist at each of the 
survey locations (Table IV-19). For example, the typical 
visitor at Marysville is young, male, from Cincinnati and 
has a high school diploma and/or some college background. 
He is either a full-time student or a professional. While 
almost everyone in the Gorge goes there to experience the 
natural beauty and to get away from their everyday routines, 
those at Marysville also go to take it easy and have a good 
time. Th~ most frequent activities in which these people 
engage are 
partying, 
hiking, camping, swimming, 
in that order of frequency. 
is either camping or hiking. 
rock climbing and 
Their main activity 
Those recreationists at the 715 turnouts are most likely 
around twenty-eight years old, male, from Lexington or some 
other place in Kentucky and have a high school diploma or 
some college education. They are most likely professionals. 
Although they go to the Gorge primarily to enjoy the natural 
beauty, they also want to experience the peacefulness and 
take it easy. Their activities include 
swimming, picnicking, and rock climbing. 
hiking, camping, 
Hiking and camping 
Table IV-19 -- Typical Red River Gorge Recreationist by Location 
LOCATION DESCRlrTIOH 
Age Sex* lduc•tlon* Occupation* le1ldence* 
Mary,v~lle 23.6 . .... high •chool profeeatonal Clnclanatl 
colleae •tudent Kentucky 
715 Turnout• 28.6 ••l• blah achool profe1atoaal Lextna;toa 
colleae etudent Kentucky 
Sky Bridge 29.J .. 1. hl1h 1chool prof1a1loaal Clnclnnatt 
female colleae 1tudent lentucky 
Rock Bridge 31.7 .. 1. coll•&• profe1atonal Clnclnnatl 
female araduata atudent Kentucky 
Chl1111ey 'lop 31.7 .. 1. co11ega profe11lonal Le•lnatoa 
, ... 1. araduate 1tudent Loulovllle 
Koomer Rtdsa 32.2 .. 1. college profeaatonal Ctnctnaatt 
feule graduate atudent Kentucky 
Gray• Arch 21.2 male college profeaatoaal Clocl-tl 
araduata atudent laatucky 
Raven Rock 27.8 .. 1e high ochool profe11lonal Kentucky 
feaale college clarclal Lexington 
Indian Creek H.2 .. 1. htgb achool clercial Kentucky 
feaale colle1e craftamen Cincinnati 
77/71S Brldgeo 23.J ulo hiah 1chool profeaaioul Kentuck1 
col lea• clerctal Cincinnati 
Trail• 2S.4 •al• high achool •tudent Ctnctnnatl 
collage profeaaloaal Kentucky 
... ... 
~ ... 
Table IV-19 -- Continued. 
LOCATION 
Trip Motives• 
Haryavllle ·natural beauty, away from 
routine, take it easy, pkrty 
715 Turnouta natural beauty, away from 
routine, peacefulneaa, 
take it easy 
Sky Bridge natural beauty, away from 
routine, frtenda/famtly, 
peacefulness 
Rock Bridge natural beauty, away fro• 
routine, exeratze, paacefulneaa 
Chl11111ey Top natural beauty, away from 
routine, peacefulness, 
frlenda/futly 
Koomer Ridge natural beauty, away fro• 
routine, peacefulneaa, 
frtenda/fa11lly 
Crays Arch natural beauty, exeratze, peace-
fulneaa, frlenda/family 
Raven Rock beauty, away fro• routine, 
friends/fa11tly 1 peacefulneaa 
Indian Creek beauty, away fro• routine, 
take it easy. peacefulneaa 
77/715 hrldgea beauty, party, exeraize. 
away from routine 
Tratla beauty, exaral&e 1 away fro. 
routine, peacefulness 
DESCRIPTION 
Actlv1t1e•* 
hiktna, campina, awi .. tng, 
climbing, partyina 
hikins, camping, awim•in&, 
picntckina, climbing 
hiking, picntckin1, camping, 
climbtna, awi .. ing 
hiking, ptcntcktna, ca•ptng, 
climbing, awtllllltna 
hiking, 
climbing, awt .. ing 
hiking, 
awt1111Jng, cli•bina 
hiklna, ca•plng, cll•htna, 
picnicking, swi••ing 
hiking, picnicking, c.,.ptng, 
partying, awia•tng, cll•hlna 
caepln&, awt••lng, hiking, 
partying, picntcktng 
hiking, caaping, climbing, 
canoeing, plcntcktna, partying 
hiking, camping, climbing, 
awt .. tn1 1 partying 
• Two or more charactertattca listed in a atngle category 
indicate a high frequency of each. 
All are listed in order of frequency occurrence 
(i.e. at Sky Bridge there ta a high frequency of both 
.. tea and te .. lea yet there ta still a higher frequency 
of males than te .. lea). 
Hain Act I vi ty• 
caaptng 1 hiking 
hiking, ca•plng 
hiktna, ca•plng 
htk.tng• ca•pln& 
hiking. camping, picnicking, 
caaptna, htktng, picnlcklng, 
hiking, caaplng 
hilting• camping 
caeplng, hlklng•p•rtying 
canoeing, ca•plna 
caep1ng, htk.ina 
~ -w 
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are listed with equal frequency as the main activity in 
which people engage at this location. 
The tourist at Sky Bridge is twenty-nine years old, male 
or female, from somewhere in Kentucky, and has either a high 
school diploma or some college education. He/she is most 
likely a student or professional. The visitors a·t Sky 
Bridge also go to the Gorge for the beauty and to get away 
from their everyday routines. Being with their friends and 
family is also an important trip motive. While in the Gorge 
they hike, picnic, camp, rock climb and.swim. Their main 
activity is hiking. 
• 
The recreationists at Rock Bridge are on the average, 
thirty-one years old, either male or female, and are from 
someplace in Ohio or Kentucky. They have either some 
• 
college education, a Bachelors degree, or have done some 
graduate work. Their most likely occupation is that of 
student or professional. They go to the Gorge primarily to 
experience the oeauty and to get away from their everyday 
routine, but also to get some outdoor exercise and to 
experience the peacefulness of the woods. Their activities 
include hiking, picnicking, camping, rock climbing and 
swimming in that order of frequency. The.ir main activitI is 
hiking. 
• 
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The visitors at Chimney Top are on the average thirty-one 
years old, both male and female, and from either Lexington 
or Louisville. They have at least some college education. 
About forty percent of those at this location have a 
bachelors degree or have done some graduate work. They are 
students or professionals. They go to the Gorge for its 
beauty but also to get away from their everyday routines. 
The activities in which they most frequently engage include 
hiking, camping, picnicking, rock climbing and swimming. 
Their main activity is hiking. 
The average age of the recreationists at Koomer ?.idge is 
thirty-two years. The visitors to this area tend to be both 
male and female and are from Cincinnati or somewhere in 
Kentucky other than 
visitors at Rock 
Lexington or Louisville. 
Bridge and Chimney 
As with the 
Top, these 
recreationists also have at least some college education if 
not a degree and/or have done some graduate work. They are 
most likely professionals who go the Gorge for the beauty 
and peacefulness as well as to get away from their everyday 
routines and to be with friends and family. Their 
activities include hiking, camping, picnicking, swimming, 
and rock climbing. Their main activity is camping. 
The typical visitor to Grays Arch is twenty-seven years 
old, male, and from Cincinnati or somewhere in Kentucky. 
116 
He/she also has at least some college education, a Bachelors 
degree or has done some graduate work. As at all the 
locations discussed thus far, their occupation is most 
likely to be that of student or professional. like those at 
Chimney Top and Koomer Ridge, they come to the Gorge to 
enjoy the natural beauty and peacefulness as well as to get 
some outdoor exercise and to be with friends and family. 
Their activities include hiking, camping, rock climbing, 
picnicking and swimming. Their main activity is hiking • 
. The typical recreationist at Raven Rock is also twenty-
seven years old, but is either male or female and is fro~ 
te~ington or somewhere· else in Kentucky excluding 
Louisville. He/she has either a high school diploma or some 
college education and is most likely a clerical worker, 
craftsman or laborer. They also go to the Gorge for the 
beauty, the peacefulness, to get away from everyday routines 
and to be with friends and family. The activities in which 
they most frequently engage include hiking, picnicking, 
camping, partying, swimming and rock climbing. Their main 
activity is camping. 
The recreationist at Indian Creek is most likely twenty-
.five years old, either male or female and is from :::inciimati 
or some place in Kentucky. He/she has either completed high 
school or started college. As with those at Raven Rock, the 
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most frequently listed occupations are clerical workers, 
craftsmen and laborers. These visitors go to the Gorge to 
enjoy the b~auty and peacefulness, but also to get away from 
their everyday routines and to take it easy. Activities in 
this area include camping, swimming, hiking, partying and 
picnicking. The main activity listed most frequently in 
this area is camping. 
The visitors surveyed at the 
younger than the norm. Most 
canoe points 
are males from 
are somewhat 
somewhere in 
Ohio or Kentucky. They have most likely received a 
Bachelors degree. They are usually professionals who go to 
t~e Gorge to experience the natural beauty, to party and 
have a good time, and to exercise and get away from their 
everyday routines. Their activities include hiking, 
camping, rock climbing, canoeing, picnicking and partying. 
Their main activity is canoeing. 
The backpackers hiking the longer trails are typically in 
their mid-twenties, male, and from somewhere in Ohio or 
Kentucky. They have either a high school diploma, some 
college education, or a Bachelors degree and are most likely 
students. They go to the Gorge to enjoy the beauty and the 
peacefulness, but also to exercise and get away from 
everyday routine. Their activities include hiking, camping, 
rock climbing, swimming, and partying. Although camping is 
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listed frequently as the main activity, a significant number 
of these packers go to the Gorge primarily to hike, 
As is evident from the data presented above, visitors at 
the various survey locations are pursuing different kinds of 
leisure-time activities, specifically according to the 
location's resources and the types of recreational 
activities available. To be addressed in Chapter V, is 
whether a visitor's recreational pursuits are influenced in 
any way by the presence of other recreationists. And if so, 
whether these additional variables (i.e~ density tolerance 
levels, development preferences) correspond to the "niche" 
model as it has been developed thus far •. 
CHAPTER V - SOCIAL CARRYI~G CAPACITY 
~ Visitor and ..!!i.§. Social Surroundings 
The idea of "recreational niche" suggests that not only 
should the nature of the physical environment be included," 
but the human social environment is important as well, As 
presented in· Chapter I, 
niche" states that an 
Odum•s definition of "ecological 
organism's "functional role in the 
community" is as important a variable in defining a niche as 
is the physical surrounding of that organism. In an effort 
to g~t at the recreationist•s role in the Red River Gorge, 
this chapter will explore some cf the relationships found. 
with those variables that concern the visitor's relationship 
to his social surroundings. Such factors in our data set 
include (1} 
development 
activities, 
individual ·density ·tolerances, 
preferences, and (3} desired 
(2) various 
recreational 
Density to lera nee refers to "social carrying capacity" or 
the population density an area can have before people te~in 
to have negative feelings about the density. Several 
alternative development projects have been proposed for 
various areas in the Gorge. It is hoped that elicitin·:1 
preferences at this stage will later result in mora 
satisfying recreational experiences. l':!ost visitors to a 
recreational area are going to optimize their experience, 
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that is, they are going "to relax and have a good timett by 
participating in those activities which they enjoy the most. 
The ultimate goal of this research is to examine these 
various components· as they act together to define "high-
quality" wilderness recreation for the individual Gorge 
visitor. Given their socio-demographic characteristics, 
density tolerances, development preferences and preferred 
recreational activities, a much clearer understanding of the 
Red River Gorge recreationist --
-and his desires can be had. 
his background, his needs 
Such data can then be used 
effectively in the formulation of management plans for the 
area. Based on the data presented in this I"eport, tentative 
management policies regarding the Red 
future implications for society will 
VI. 
River Gorge and their 
be explored in Chapter 
Over the last two decades, carrying capacity has become a 
fundamental concept in resource management. In the context 
of outdoor recreation, not only are biological factors 
important, but the ways in which wilderness recreati,:>n 
experiences are changing are also considered. Due to recent 
increases in. the number of recreationists, wilderness 
management has become a challenging and difficult task for 
resource managers. Given specified conditions within the 
Wilderness Act, that is (1) institutional constraints, or 
those obligations dictated by legislation, (2) limited 
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availability of the resource or the recognition that 
wilderness areas are definite in number and not reproducible 
in any reasonable length of time, and ( 3) rapid growth in 
recreation use to such an extent that immediate managerial 
action is necessary, the ultimate question confronting those 
responsible, is the specific nature of a managerial policy 
for a particular area {Stankey 1972: 1-2). Social carrying 
capacity as a concept in recreation has arisen as one means 
of providing relevant data for the managers• use in the 
policy formulation process. 
Defined 
Social carrying capacity is part of the larger concept, 
recreational carrying capacity, for which numerous 
definitions exist. As Stankey presents the concept of 
recreational carrying capacity, the inter-relatedness of two 
essential components are involved: 
••• any recreational use of a site results in 
changes in (the) physical-biolagical 
characteristics of that site (while) various 
dimensions of the recreational experience are 
subject to change as use increases and a3 
management alters the character of the site 
(Stankey 1974:84). 
Stankey views recreational carrying capacity as being of a 
social judgment nature rather than a phenomenon based on 
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bio-physical determinism. The generalized mode.l of cari:ying 
capacity draws a simple linear relationship between use and 
recreational quality; therefore, essential to determining 
recreational carryin.g capacity is a more specific model 
.dealing with "use parameters and the interactions between 
these parameters" (Stankey 1972:98). 
~ost authors on the other hand, believe both social and 
physical components of recreational carrying capacity to be 
equally important. Fundamental is the determination of "tha 
amount and character of use an area can sustain over a 
specified time period without causing unacceptable change to 
the physical environment or to the experience of the user" 
(Lime 1976: 122) • llagar defines recreational carrying 
capacity as "the level of recreational use an area can 
withstand while providing a sustained level of quality.•• He 
proposes both physical· constraints on the land and user 
interaction as primary factoi:s to be considered in defining 
the level of quality (1964, in Godfrey and Peckfaldei: 
197 2: 35 8) • 
Fisher and K~utilla distinguish between two concepts of 
• 
recreational capacity ecological and economic. 
Ecological cai:rying capacity refers to "the maximum numbei: 
of individuals of a species that can be supported by a given 
habitat under conditions of maximum stress." Economic 
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carrying capacity is reached when there is a deterioration 
of quality through what is referred to as the ••external 
effects of congestions" that exceed "the permissible level 
for optimal intensity of use" (1972: 118). 
The social component is considered vital to the 
determination of recreational carrying capacity. Both Bury 
and Heberlein extend further the comprehensiveness of the 
components essential to recreational carrying capacity and 
within their respective frameworks, attempt to define social 
carrying capacity. Bury•s ecological capacity consists of 
two components: (1) the biological which includes botanical 
and zoological factors, and. {2) the physical which refers to 
the hydrological, sanitary and topographical components. Se 
classifies the social component as that of cultural/human, 
comprised of social/psychological, aesthetic, spatial, 
financial and temporal elements (1976:23). Heberlein•s 
breakdown is even more extensive. He draws distinctions 
between physical, ecological, facilities and social carrying 
capacities. Clearly, "the upper limit of ca?acity is the 
amount of physical space available for humans." Ecological 
capacity concerns the 
This component is 
impact humans have on 
somewhat difficult to 
the ecosystem. 
determine for 
undoubtedly, any human is going to have an impact on ths 
system. What must be addressed here is the level of impact 
tolerance. Facilities capacity refers to the number of 
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physical and organizational facilities (i.e. parking lots 
and boat ramps) needed to adequately handle the number of 
visitors in a particular area. Heberlein uses social 
carrving capacity to refer to the largest number of visitors 
that can utilize an area simultaneously before the quality 
of the recreational experience is reduced (1977:68-70). 
From these various definitions it is seen that social 
carrying capacity does not stand alone. Rather, it is one 
of several components which make up the overall recreational 
carrying capacity of an area. Whether it be designated as 
economic, human-cultural or socia.l carrying capacity, it 
refers to the maximum level of population density an area . 
can withstand before the .quality of the visitor• s 
recreational experience is decreased. To be noted in 
particular is the notion of "quality" included in each of 
the above definitions. Probably the best way to establish 
"desire<:! quality" of a recreational experience would simply 
be to ask the visitors themselves. Once one has been able 
to define those characteristics of a recreational experier.ce 
which give it quality, the next logical step is to attempt 
to determine whether this level has somehow been reduced. 
~easuring this phenomenon is a difficult task, There is no 
generally-accepted way to determine social carryinJ 
capacity. Because this concept is still fairly new in 
r_ecreational management, methods for its determination are 
still in experimental stages. 
Measurement Tools 
Just as there can never be a set recreational carrying 
capacity because of frequent changes in an area, there can 
also never be a set social carrying capacity for the same 
reason. social carrying capacity is not a simple concept to 
try to define primarily because it depends on such broadly-
oriented factors as: (1) goals to be achieved as seen in the 
legislation, (2) desires of the users, and (3) the 
ecological-physical constraints of the environment (Godfrey 
and Peckfelder 1972:359). Because of the difficulty in 
determining the actual social carrying capacity for an area, 
many authors ~end to recommend variables to be used in the 
process of determining capacity but avoid any attempt to 
explore possible ways of measuring these factors. Before 
all else, certain management objectives must be established 
to define the kinds o= recreational opportunities an area is 
going tc provide; these objectives can then help to 
determine the visitor's expectation of population density. 
Management should identify the kinds of activities to be 
provided and decide whether the area is to be developed to 
serve large numbers of people or is to be limited to one or 
more specific kinds of users (Lime 1976:12'). Once these 
management objectives have been agreed upon, one can then 
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turn to the actual visitors to elicit their opinions. 
As stated in the previous section, one m ilst seek 
information as to how present ar.d potential users define 
quality river recr.eation experiences. By eliciting 
information regarding criginal trip motives, desired range 
of activities that should be available, and the attributes 
of the river environment and its use that provide optimum 
satisfaction, it was hoped to get some feel for how the 
recreationists·• 
experience (Lime 
information does 
measurement tool. 
define a 
1977:207). 
not lend 
"high quality" wilderness 
Unfortunately, this ki~d of 
itself easily to any one 
one such attribute is social carrying 
capacity. Almost all of the previous work done in 
determining social carrying capacity has used either 
measurements of user satisfaction, perceptions of crowding, 
or levels of encounters as a means for determining social 
carrying capacity ('"isher and Krutilla 1972, Godfrey and 
Peckfelder 1972, Hendee 1968, Lucas 1964, Shelby and Colvin 
1979, and Stankey 1971, 1972 and 1973). Problems exist with 
all these however, though less so with crowding perceptions 
than with the others. 
The major concern with satisfaction as a measuremant is 
that it says little about actual use levels and encounter 
rates. Because recreational pursuits are largely voluntary, 
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most people choose activities which fit their ideas of a 
high quality recreational experience:· and therefore, users 
normally show high levels of satisfaction (Shelby and Colvin 
1979:37). Those who are dissatisfied tend to go more to 
other areas. To elicit the opinions of these people, who 
for some reason are not visiting the area anymore, would 
also provide a good data base for management deci~ions (see 
Scott and DeWalt 1982). 
The major problem with using perceived estimates of the 
numbers of encounters is accuracy. As reported in the Rogue 
River study done by Shelby and Colvin, those people who had 
only a few encounters were very accurate in their 
perception, but as the number of contacts increased, the 
accuracy of the reporting decreased. People tended to 
estimate fe~er encounters than they actually had. This 
discrepancy would in turn affect one's perception of 
crowding. It should be remembered that the nature of tcesa 
two variables is somewhat different. Encounters are 
estimates of actual numbers; crowding is a more subjective 
measurement (1979:33-37). 
While Heberlein criticizes· all of these measurements, he 
specifically discusses the validity of using satisfaction as 
a means for determining social carrying capacity. As 
mentioned above, management objectives are important in the 
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determination of social carrying capacity. Although it has 
been found that satisfaction is inversely related to the 
-
number of .parties one meets on a wilderness outing, there is 
not necessarily a correlation between these two variables. 
In other words, those people who encounter several parties 
are not necessarily less satisfied than those who see none 
(Shelby 1976, Shelby and Nielsen 1977). It is highly 
probable that in certain wilderness experiences, the number 
of visitors may reach the level where the desired experience 
is lost, while the satisfaction level is not necessarily 
reduced: hen~e, some other variable must be used to indicate 
social carrying capacity. 
In this research, Heberlain • s "Return Potential Model" is 
used to determine the social carrying capacity of the Red 
River Gorge area. Re uses the notion of crowding, as 
opposed to density, but in a different way than Shelby and 
Colvin (1979). While density indicates the number oi 
individuals in a specific place and their distribution, 
crowding is "the negative evaluation of a density that 
exceeds a certain point" (1977:72). Because social carrying 
capacity is reached when people feel that the population 
density is too high, this notion of crowding as the negative 
component of 1ensity can be used to determine capacity. The 
"return potential model" as presented by Heberlein, involves 
asking people how they would feel about seeing one, two, 
• 
three, 
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four ••• up to one hundred people in a particular 
setting. One can then take the mean responses and plot them 
on a graph showing the "return potential curve" ( 1977: 73) • 
Completed st•1dies show the crucial point for wilderness 
experiences to be somewhere between the encounter of four 
and five people. It is at this "critical point" that the 
visitor first feels the quality of his/her experience 
declining. 
In this research, people were asked to respond to how 
they would feel about seeing one, two, 
plus other people while doing their 
three •• ~up to thirty 
main activity. . The 
rating scale ranged from -5 to +5. When the recreationists 
begin feeling negative is indicated by the point at which 
the curve dips below 0. They were then asked to estimate 
how many people they actually saw as well as how they felt 
about seeing this number of people. The purpose here was to 
establish the level at which the recreational exp"lrience 
supposedly dimishes due to contact with too many people and 
then to see if this matters at ail when asked how they felt 
about seeing the number of people they actually en=ountered. 
Table V-1 qives the mean values for· the entire population 
sample of the responses to the number of people visitors 
would prefer to encounter. As seen in Figure V-1, although 
the critical Foint for the Gorge curve is very close to that 
, 
y 
Fovoroble 
5 
4 
3 
2 
,t~ 
0 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Unfovoroble 
XAXIS 
YAXIS 
8 10 12 14 
NUMBER OF PEOPLE PREFER TO ENCOUNTER 
REACTION 
16 18 20 22 24 26 28 ~?IJ.tx 
GORGE 
HEBERLEIN
1
S 
WILDERNESS 
RECREATIONISTS 
Fig. V-1. Density Tolerance Curves of Total Visitor/Recreationists. 
.... 
w 
0 
131 
of Heberlein•s standard wilderness curve, the na~ure of the 
curves are very different. The genera.l wilderness 
recreationist, as defined by Heberlein's curve, is l<ess 
tolerant than the Red River Gorge visitor. The general 
recreationist is very much in favor of seeing only one or 
two people and very unfavorable towards seeing over ten 
people, while the visitor to the Gorge prefers to see more 
than one or two people and is generally more tolerant 
towards seeing fifteen plus people. 
Table V-1 - "Return Potential Curve" for the Entire Gorge Sample 
• 
Number 
of People 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7-8 
9-10 
11-15 
16-30 
30+ 
*mean values 
Preferences* 
2.1 
1.2 
1.0 
.7 
.4 
.1 
-.2 
-.s 
-.9 
-1.3 
-1.9 
-2.3 
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The range of estimates as to how many people the visitor 
actually encountered while engaging in his/her main activity 
ranged from one to twelve. Yet over· sixty-one percent of 
the visitors estimated between nine and twelve people (Table 
V-2), Given this_fairly moderate encounter rate, it is not 
surprising that over fifty percent of the visitors felt 
"just right" about having seen this number of people (Table 
V-3). As reflected in the curve presented above, over 
thirty-six percent of the Gorge recreationists felt the 
number of people encountered was too high. Correspondingly, 
the curve does decrease more sharply at the "11-15 people" 
level.· 
• 
In summary, the total population of sampled visitors 
seems to be fairly tolerant of seeing up to five people (as 
indicated by \he "return potential curve"). 
recreating in the Gorge, over 
visitors actually encountered 
fifty-five percent of 
nine or more people 
:ih ile 
the 
when 
engaging in their main activity. Hence, over thirty-five 
percent of the visitors had negative ~eelings about the 
number of people seen. As in most wilderness recreation 
areas, people are 
away from it all 
there to escape the urban lifs, to get 
and to relax. This desire includes a 
"solitary" kind of experience, that is, not running into 
many people. As indicated by the above data, the social 
carrying capacity has definitely been reached in some areas. 
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Table V-2 - Number of People 'Actually Seen 
Number of 
People Seen Frequency Percentage 
1 111 4.6 
2 36 1.5 
3 101 4.1 
4 87 3.6 
5 99 4.1 
6 132 5.5 
7 161 6.6 
8 199 8.2 
9 258 10.7 
10 361 14.9 
11 346 14.3 
12 531 21.9 
2422 100.0 
Table V-3 Feelings About Number of People Seen 
Feelings Frequency Percentage 
-2: "Too many" 405 16.8 
-1: 471 19.5 
0: "Just right" 1293 53.5 
+1: 134 5.5 
+2: "Not enough" ...ill. 4.7 
2417 100.0 
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Distinctions by location in density tolerance levels will be 
discussed in the following section. 
So£ial Car£_Yin[ Capaci!Y According to Niche 
In an effort. to establish whether there were different 
density tolerance levels at the various niches, Heberlein•s 
curve was used to compare the social carrying capacities of 
the survey sites. Table V-4 presents the mean values for 
each category response. Figure V-2 presents six of these 
curves showing there are differences in density tolerance 
levels between locations. For example, the curve for 
Marysville is fairly linear suggesting a general tolerance 
for seeing other people. That is, visitors do not have 
strong desires to see few or many people. These preferences 
are expected for this heavy partying area. Seeing as Sky 
Bridge is the primary tourist spot in the area, it is no 
wonder that this curve is. also fairly linear. 
Those at Koomer Ridge Campground have a slightly higher 
level of tolerance around seven-eight people. This 
campground is fairly large (over sixty sites) and most 
visitors who stay there expect to see a ~ot of other people. 
Although those visitors at Grays Arch have similar tolerance 
levels to most o= the other locations, the curve decreases 
sharply after the critical five-person point showing much 
less tolerance for encountering people. 
Table V-4 -- "Return Potential Curves".!!.r Location 
Numlu.· r 1, f 
1't•n11I<• 715 Sky llock Chl1111ey Komaer Grays Raven 
r..r.~~. f!:.r _r•:!~ Hnr\'HV 11 le Turnouts Brldjl_! !!ridge To(! Ridge . ft,rch Rock 
() 2.0 2,2 1.6 2.5 2,2 2, I 2,7 1.6 
1.2 I.] ,1 1,4 I.] 1,7 1.6 .a 
2 1.0 1.2 ,5 I. I I, 2 1.5 I, l ,1 
] ,8 I.] .4 .a I, l 1.2 .a ,5 
4 .5 1.0 ,2 .5 1.0 1.0 .4 ,2 
5 .2 .6 • I .2 .6 .,, -. I -. I 
,. -. I .2 -.2 -.] ,2 .] -.5 -.5 
7-H -.. , -.4 -.4 -.1 -.4 -. I -.R -,9 
fl- lfl -. ,;, -.4 -.1 -1. I -.4 -.5 -1,] -I. I 
11-l'i -1.n -.6 -1.0 -1. 7 -.6 -I. I -1.9 -1.1 
,,,-·111 -1. '; -1. I -1. 5 -2, I -1, I -1.8 -2.1 -1.8 
'\01· -:! .n -1.4 -1. R -2.4 -1.4 -2,] -1.1 -:', II 
lndlnn 
f.!..f!~_k_ .. 
1.9 
.9 
,7 
.5 
. 2 
··.I 
-. ,. 
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-1. ·1 
-1.8 
-2.1 
c,,noe 
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The data for the canoeists show a surprisingly high 
density tolerance. This is probably due to the fact tha~ 
many who canoe this section of the river do so with large 
groups of people; and therefore, do not object to seeing 
lots of people. 
As would be expected of backpackers, their density 
tolerance level is low, decreasing se?erely from four to 
thirty-plus people. As evident in all these curv,es, at most 
locations the tolerances for seeing anywhere from zero-five 
people are quite similar. With the exception of Koomer 
Ridge and the canoe points {and the 715 Turnouts see 
Table V-4), the critical point corresponds closely to that 
of Heberlein• s standard curve, that is, somewhere ai::ound 
five people, It is in the lower half of the cui::ves that 
greater differences evidence themselves. It is logical that 
a backpacker or a partyer wouldn't mind seeing a few people, 
but the backpacker is more often not going to enjoy seeing 
fifteen-thirty other people while the partyer is looking for 
just such conilition·s. 
It must be re~embered that this curve is based on 
hypothetical conditions, that is, the recreationist is as~ed 
to respond to how he/she would feel about seeing zero to 
thirty-plus people. In an effort to compare these 
preferences with actual encounter i::ates and the visitor's 
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feelings toward meeting the actual number of people he/she 
encountered, each recreationist was asked to estimate how 
many people he/she actually saw while doing their main 
act~vity as well as how they felt about seeing this number 
of people. 
As given in Table V-5, the mean number of eAcounter rates 
are very similar among the different locations, all falling 
within the range of six-ten people. Note'' however, that with 
the exception of .the 715 turnouts and the canoe points, all 
of these values are above.the critical points shown by their 
respective density tolerance curves. The 715 turnouts show 
a mean value of 6.5 which is approximately the critical 
density tolerance point for this location while the canoe 
points show a mean value of 8.0 and a critical density point 
of about fifteen. It vould therefore be expected that at 
these two locations, the visitors• feelings about having 
seen this number of people would either be neutral or even 
favorable. As can be seen from Table V-6, there were not as 
strong negative feelings about the number of people actually 
encountered while recreating in the Gorge at these locations 
as at the other sites. At all of the other locations, 
almost fifty percent at least felt as if the number of 
people actually encountered was "just right." Yet between 
30-40% felt the number seen was "too many" which corresponds 
to their critical density points being lower than this 
Table V-5 - Number of People Actually Seen By Location 
Location 
Marysville 
715 Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
Ko01Der Ridge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
Canoe Points 
.Trails 
Table V-6 -
Location 
Marysville 
715 Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
Ko01Der Ridge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
Canoe points 
Trails 
Feelings About 
"Too many" 
-2 
20.6 
14.5 
15.9 
18.1 
20.6 
14.2 
16.5 
6.9 
17.3 
10.4 
20.2 
Mean Value 
9.1 
6.5 
9.4 
9.0 
8.8 
9.0 
8.2 
7.3 
8.2 
8.0 
7.5 
the Number of People Seen by Location 
"Just right" "Not enough" 
-1 0 l 2 
21.4 48.6 5.8 3.6 
14.5 50.9 5.6 14.5 
17.9 54.0 5.4 6.8 
22.3 53.0 3.1 3.5 
22.7 46.8 6.7 3.2 
21.1 56.9 4.3 3.5 
20.8 54.1 6.8 1.8 
8.2 74.1 5.7 5.1 
18.3 49.7 6.1 8.6 
10.4 65.5 6.8 6.9 
22.8 48.3 6.1 2.6 
• 
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level. 
Even though at each locatio~, displeasure of varying· 
degrees was expressed by some of the visitors regarding the 
number of people ercountered, the overall satisfaction of 
the recreationists in their Gorge experience was all 
positive (Table V-7). At each location, at least eighty 
percent and in most cases, over ninety percent of the 
visitors were satisfied with their visit to the Gorge. 
These data prove Heberlein•s point that while · a 
recreationist may not have had his most desired type of 
experience (i.e. he may have encountered too many people or 
it may have rained. all week-end, etc.), his/her overall 
satisfaction level is not necessarily reduced. 
Table V-7 ~ Overall Satisfaction of the Visitors by Location 
.. - - ··--
Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
Location -2 -1 0 1 2· 
Marysville .7 3.9 45.4 50.0 
715 Turnouts 3.6 7.1 60.7 28.6 
Sky Bridge .2 .2 3.3 49.0 47.3 
Rock Bridge .7 3.0 45.2 51.1 
Chimney Top 3,2 41. 7 55.1 
Koomer Ridge 1.2 2.1 50.6 46.1 
Grays Arch .4 1.1 40.2 .58.3 
Raven Rock 2.4 5.9 41. 7 50.0 
Indian Creek .5 10.5 40.5 48.5 
Canoe points 3.1 15.6 40.6 40.7 
Trails .8 3.4 47.5 48.3 
In summary, while on a general level, the critical 
density tolerance level of the Red River Gorge recreationist 
falls in the neighborhood of five people, there are definite 
differences by location data which supports the 
"recreational niche" hypothesis presented in this report • 
While many visitors did not feel comfortable having seen as 
many people as they did, which perhaps lessened the 'iuality 
of their experience, this did not seemingly lower their 
satisfaction level. The point to be made here, is that this 
notion of "quality" and its· reduction d·ue to certain 
occurrences during one's visit, must be more adequately 
defined through specific variables if the recreation manager 
is to have any hope of preserving the diversity of 
-recreational activities an area such as the Gorge aas to 
offer and at the same time, deal with those problems which 
inherently arise in such an area ca taring precisely to such 
a wide diversity of ?eople. 
Development PreferenC?S 
Crucial management questions relate not only to an area's 
established social carrying capacity but also to the 
visitors• preferences regarding facilities the area has to 
offer and future development possibi~ities. !nformation 
gathered relevant to these areas can also help to determine 
the recreationist•s definition of a "quality experience." 
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As suggested by the data presented thus far supporting the 
niche hypothesis, there are probably a wide varieLy of 
opinions regarding what the area presently offers and what 
it potentially could offer. In this research, the Red River 
Gorge visitor was asked to respond to certain present 
circumstances in the Gorge and to several development 
possibilities. These included:. 1) having more services 
available (i.e. groceries, gas ~tations, restaurants), 2) 
having campsites with no sanitary facilitie.s, 3) having more 
information available about the area (i.e. information 
centers, exhibits, signs), 4) having more public or private 
campgrounds available in the area, SJ seeing a group of nude 
swimmers, 6) seeing a group of drunk people, and 7) seeing 
· people with handguns (Appendix A, D: 1-7) • ·rhe scale 
provided extended from "strongly approve" to. "strongly 
disapprove." Table V-8 provides response percenLa~es of the 
entire Gorge samole to each circumstance. -. 
People seemed to feel strongly about only a few iLems. 
Yet over fifty-six percent wanted to have more info=mation 
about the-area made available. There is presently one 
Forest Service information office located at the sout~east 
corner of the Gorge but it is rarely open and most people ~o 
not enter the area by this road. There are large trail maps 
at Koomer Ridge and Sky Bridge, but these are stationary. 
The only places to obtain maps of the area are at ~atural 
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Table V-8 DeveloEment Preferences for, the Entire Gorse Visitor 
PoEulation 
Strongly Strongly 
Issue AEErove AEErove Neutral DisaEErove DisaEErove 
More Services 
Available 14.0 15.0 19.1 23.0 28.9 
Campsites 
with no 
facilities 13.1 16.4 30.6 19.2 20.7 
More information 
available 28.7 27.5 25.3 9.4 9.1 
More public 
campgrounds 17.5 20.6 25.7 17.8 18.4 
Seeing nude 
swimmers 22.4 10.8 31.9 &.8 26.1 
Seeing drunk 
people 5.4 5.1 21.7 16.1 51. 7 
Seeing peop~e 
1.6 8.2 9.6 77.4 with handguns 3.2 
• 
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Bridge State Park or at the Far Dept., a local store. Yet 
neither of these are publicized to any great extent so many 
times recreationists are wandering around, not knowing where 
they are or where they are going. 
It also appears there is general disapproval felt both 
towards seeing drunk people (67.8%) and seei.ng people with 
handguns (87~). Although there are two or three specific 
areas where one is more apt to encounter these situations 
(e.g. Karysville, the turnouts and Indian Creek), generally 
speaking the Red River Gorge recreationist is a nice, 
friendly, well-meaning person who has travelled to the Gorge 
to relax, en joy the natural beauty and get some exercise. 
There was a fairly even distribution of respo·nses to seeing 
nude swimmers. As will be discussed later in thi~ chapter, 
these feelings vary by location. i'lost recreationists at the 
river-orien~ed sites and the backpackers favor nude swimmers 
while the tourist-7 types tend to disapprove. For most 
people, seeing drunk people and handguns interferes at least 
psychologically with their planned activities, hence they 
prefer not to encounter such situations. 
Generally speaking, there appears to be little variation 
among the r,orge visitors about particular facilities 
available in the area and certain development preferen~es. 
Yet as is evident in Tables V:9-19, there are certain 
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preferences which do evidence themselves to larger/lesser 
degrees at certain locations. The visitor at Marysville for 
example, disapproves of ha~ing more services available and 
having more public campgrounds in the ·area (Table V-9). 
Given the fact that most recreationists at Marysville are 
there because it is isolated and provides a good "hard-core" 
party spot, these kinds of preferences would be expected. 
Strangely enough, almost fifty percent disapprove of seeing 
drunks and over eighty-five percent do not want to see 
people with handguns. Yet, over forty-four percent approve 
of seeing nude swimmers. These data suggest that the 
"Marysville partyer" is taking it easy and getting high but 
is probably harmless (which contradicts with widespread 
opinion that Marysville is a highly dangerous place). 
As at ~arysville, large percentages of those visitors 
interviewed at the Hwy 715 turnouts disapproved of having 
more services available, seeing drunk people and seeing 
people with handguns (Table V-10). At the same time, they 
approved of having more campsites with no facilities, having 
more information available and seeing nude swimmers. 
Although generally more touristy, the recreatio~ist at 
Sky Bridge disapproves of having more services available in 
the Gorge (Table V-11). Yet he/she would like more 
information made available as well as more public 
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Table V-9 -- Development Preferences for Marysville Visitors 
Strongly Strongly 
Iaaue AJ!l!row A:e2rove Neutral Disa22rove Disa22rove 
More Services 
Available 17.6 15.2 18.0 23.9 25.3 
Camp•it•• 
with no 
facilities 19.0 ll.9 33.7 11.s 17.9 
More information 
available 25.1 24.3 26.4 9.7 13.9 
More public 
campgroundll 12,6 16,1 27,4 16,5 27,4 
S.eing nude 
sviDBer• 32,5 ll.9 38,1 4,6 12.9 
Seeing drunk 
people 8.7 6.6 35,4 18,4 30.9 
Seeins people 
nth handgun• 2,4 2,4 10,0 u.8 73.4 
Table V-10 - Development Preferences for 715 Turnouts Visitors ----
Stronl!ly Strongly 
Issulf !l!ErOYe AEl!TOVe NeutTal D1sa2;2rove Otsa22t'Ove 
Mon Services 
Available 20.0 12.1 10.9 20.0 36.4 
Caq,sit•• 
with no 
facilities 18,2 30.9 21,8 10.9 18.2 
Hore information 
available 21.8 25.5 30.9 12. 7 9,1 
Mora public 
campgrounds 20.0 18,2 2!.8 14.5 25.5 
Seeing nude 
swimmers 27.3 10.9 34.6 3.6 23.6 
Seeing drunk 
people 5.5 1.8 25.4 18.2 49.1 
Seeing peo-ple 
with handguns S.5 3.6 9.1 16.4 65.4 
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Table V-11 Development Preferences for Sky Bridge Visitors 
Stl"Ollgly Strongly 
Issue A2orove AJ?l!~ Ne:u'tral Di•!J!Erove Di.saeerove 
More Services 
Available 16.2 17.6 1~.1 24.1 26.0 
Campsi.ce• 
with no 
facil.ities 12.8 16. 7 26.5 18.1 25.9 
Hon. information 
availabl• 35.3 26.9 25.3 6.2 6.3 
More ~ublic 
c-ground• 18.7 24.4 27.9 16.6 12.4 
S.eing nude 
swi-ra 19.4 10.0 27.5 11.2 31.9 
Seeing d:run.k 
people 5.7 4.0 15.3 16.3 59.0 
Seeing people 
with handguas 3.2 •• 1.2 8.6 80.6 
Table V-12 - Development Preferences for Rock Bridge Visitors 
Strongly Strongly 
Issue AJ2:et'ove AeJ?rove Neutral D1.sa22rove 01sa!l!T0'9e 
Mot"e Serrices 
Available 8.9 11.6 zo.a 22.4 36.3 
Campsites 
with no 
facilicies 11.8 15-5 31.6 18.5 22.6 
More information 
available 26.l 26.l 29.4 9.2 9.2 
More public 
campgrounds 13.9 20. 7 24.4 22.7 18.3 
Seeing nude 
swimmers 14.7 10.5 31.7 9.8 33.0 
Seeing drunk 
people 3.6 2.9 18.0 15. 7 59.8 
Seeing people 
V'ich handguns 1.6 1.0 5.2 6.6 .85.6 
campgrounds in the area. 
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In view of the fact that a large 
percentage of those who go to Sky Bridge are with their 
families, the high percentages of disapproval regarding nude 
swimmers, drunks and people with handguns would be expected. 
In accordance with recreationists at all the other survey 
locations, those at Rock Bridge prefer more information to 
be made available about the area (Table V-12). Yet because 
a mixture of day hikers (who are somewhat more convenience-
oriented) and backpackers are found at this location, there 
,,as disapproval expressed of having more services, havin·;r 
campsites with no facilities as well as having more public 
campgrounds made available. Negative feelings were also 
expressed regarding nude swimmers, drunks and seeing people 
with handguns. Chimney Top serves a similar ty2e of 
clientele as that of Rock Bridge, that is, i~ is s~ewhat 
mixed with families, day-hikers and backpackers all using 
the area. Hence, the preferences for development are very 
similar to those of Rock Bridge (Table V-13). 
The visitor at Koomer Ridge disapproves of having more 
services made available in the area and having cam.psi tes 
with no sanitary facilities (Table V-14). Yet as op2osed to 
most locations, over forty-four percent approve of having 
more public campgrounds in the area. This preference most 
likely stems from the fact that there is oftentimes mere 
• 
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Table V-13 - Development Preferences for Chimney Top Visitors 
StronzJ.y Stronzly 
Issue: A:eJ??'ovt! ~2rove: Neut-ral 1)18&!£?'09• Diaa22rove: 
Mere Services 
Available 8.o 13.2 21.5 22.9 34.4 
c.amt,sites 
with no 
facilities 11.2 17.5 33.0 21.4 16.9 
Kore iufonaacion 
available 28.2 30.0 22.6 9.4 9.8 
!lore public 
c-gl:'OUIIU 15.3 21.6 26.l 18.5 18.5 
Seeing nude 
IIWi-rs 22.1 u.a 32.2 9.3 24.6 
Seeing drunk 
peo~le 2.1 4.5 18.7 16.9 57.8 
Seeing peop,le 
vith handguns 2.8 .3 7.6 7.2 12.1 
--- - - -- - - Table V-14 - Development Preferences for Koomer Ridge Visitors 
Stronzly Strongly 
Issue Al!E'?'ove Ae;2rove Neut:ral Di8a2]!rove Diaa:e2;row 
More Services. 
Available: 12.7 13.5 Zl.4 22.6 29.8 
Campsites 
with-no 
facilities 4.0 U.9 33.7 23.4 27.0 
Mote infor:mation 
available 25.5 36.Z 22.3 9.6 6.4 
More public 
campgrounds 19.7 27.3 20.9 16.4 15.7 
Seeing nude 
sv1 ........ 16.9 6.8 37.8 u. 6 26.9 
Se•illg drunk 
people 1.6 2.8 15.2 15.9 64.5 
Seeing people 
with handguns .8 2.0 5.9 10.9 80.5 
• 
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demand for campsites at Koomer Ridge than there is supply. 
Several times people were observed fighting over "who got 
there first." Since these people obviously prefer to camp 
in such places, there is likely to be a higher preference 
level among these visitors for more of such facilities. 
Because of the more .family-type orientation of this 
location, there was fairly high. disapproval expressed 
towards seeing drunks and seeing people with handguns. 
As Rock Bridge and Chimney Top, Grays Arch also caters to 
a diverse clientele. The picnic area brings in family types 
while the one-mile, somewhat ruiged trail to the arch 
attracts day-hikers and the outlet to the longer tra~ls, 220 
and 221, brings backpackers into the area. Given this 
diversity, there was 
development (Table V-15). 
disapproval expressed for most 
Yet, as has been the trend thus 
far, these visitors also prefer to have more information 
made available about the area. 
Raven Rock is the one survey location, at which there was 
a fairly high percentage of visitors (approximately 48~) who 
prefer to ha~e more services made available in the area 
(Table V-16). About forty-six percent disapprove of having 
campsites with no sanitary facilities, while over fifty-
three percent wanted more public campgrounds and almost 
seventy percent wanted more information to be made available 
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Table V-15 - Development Preferences for Grays Arch Visitors 
Strongly Strongly 
Iasu• A2:e;rove A:e!!rove Neutral D1••:2Erove Diaal!l!rave 
Hore Service• 
Available 9.2 14.3 18.4 27.2 ]0.9 
Campsites 
vi~ no 
facilities 11.6 16.4 34.1 22.9 15.0 
Mare information. 
available 22.4 ]0.3 26.2 12.6 s.s 
Kare public 
cn,pgrounda 12.6 16.7 29.0 20.2 21.s 
Seeing nude 
svi-rs 23.3 10.3 · 32.5 9.2 24.7 
Seeing d-runk 
people S.8 7.2 18.1 15. 7 53.2 
Seeing peoPl• 
vith h811dguna 2.4 1. 7 5.1 8.9 81.9 
Table V-16 Development Preferences for Raven Rock Visitors 
Strongly Strongly 
Issue AE;:erove A'D:erove Neutral I>i••!!!!'O'Ve DisaEErove 
More Services 
Available 29.6 18.9 20.1 11.2 14.2 
Campsites 
wi.tb no 
facilities 11.a 11.2 24.3 26.6 20.1 
Mon iafanutioa. 
available 41.8 24.1 22.4 8.2 3.S 
Mon public 
campgTOUlldS JS. 9 20.4 22.7 12.6 8.4 
Seeing nude 
swimmers 24.0 8.4 27.5 9.0 Jl.l 
Seeing drunk 
people a.~ 7.1 20.7 14.8 49.1 
Seeing. people 
vit:h handguns 4.J 5.3 9.4 u.2 70.0 
about the area. 
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There was also fairly high disapproval 
expressed concerning nude swimmers, drunks and seeing people 
with handguns. Surprising because of the primitive nature 
of the area, forty-three percent of those recreationists 
surveyed at Indian Creek approve of· hav"ing more public 
campgrounds in the area (Table V-17). There was a fairly 
egual distribution of sentiments toward having more services 
available and having campsites with no sanitary facilities. 
Although disapproval was expressed regarding seeing drunks 
ar.d seeing 
population 
handguns. 
people with handguns, 
"strongly approved" of 
ten percent of 
seeing people 
the 
with 
Locals frequently use this area to hunt squirrel or rabbit. 
Local resi~ents are also.more accustomed to the idea of 
having gu_ns around since most of them keep them at home for 
protection purposes. Since the Indian creek area is used 
primarily by locals, it is not surprising that there are 
some who approve of having guns in the area. 
!hose canoeists surveyed at the bridges approved highly 
of seeing nude swimmers and of having more information made 
available about the ".;orge area (Table V-18) • For the most 
part, there was a fairly equal distribution of responses to 
these preferences, yet again, there was a high disapproval 
indicated of seeing people with handguns. 
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Table V-17 - Development Preferences for Indian Creek Visitors 
Strongly Scraesly 
Issue ~2rove !£!2rove NeutTal Di11a22rove Di.:l!l!l!t'OV'e ~·-. 
More Services 
Available 19.4 15.5 24.3 18.5 22.3 
Campsites 
with 11.o 
faciliti•• 20.5 17.0 29.S 12.5 20.S 
Kare information 
available 27.0 18.6 29.4 8.8 16.2 
Mon public 
campgrounds 24.7 18.3 23.8 12.4 20.8 
Se•in• uude 
sn-ers 30.0 8.9 28.6 5.4 27.1 
Seeinf drunk 
people 8.5 8.o 40.8 9.9 32.8 
Seeing peoi,le 
vii:h handguns 10.2 1.5 19.0 11. 7 57.6 
15:. 
Table V-18 - Development Preferences for Canoe Points Visitors 
Strongly Stroa1ly 
Iaaue Approw Appro.e NeutTal Dia approve Disapprove.. _ -- -· --··-----------------·---- -
Kore Serricea 
Available 17.1 22.9 20.0 2.5.7 14.3 
Campaitea 
with "" 
facilic:1.ea 11.4 17.2 40.0 14.3 17.3 
Mon infonucion 
available 20.0 25.7 2.5.7 17.2 11.4 
Kore public 
cmopgrounds 14.3 20.0 34.3 14.3 17.1 
Seein1 nude --rs 31.4 25.7 22.9 5.7 14.3 
Seeing dl"l4lk 
people 20.0 8.6 34.3 14.3 22.8 
Seeing peo1>le 
with handgun• 2.8 2.9 8.6 8.6 77.1 
• 
Table V-19 -- Development Preferences for Trails Visitors 
Strongly 
Issue Approve Approve Neutral Disapprove 
More Services 
Available 2.5 13.6 16.9 26.3 
Campsites 
with no 
facilities 17.0 27.1 30.5 12.7 
More information 
available 26.9 33.6 17.6 14.3 
More public 
campgrounds 6.9 12.8 23.9 29.9 
Seeing nude 
swimmers 21.8 21.9 37.0 6.7 
Seeing drunk 
people 1.7 6.8 22.0 23.7 
Seeing people 
with handguns 1. 7 3.4 8.4 13.4 
Strongly 
Disapprove 
40.7 
12.7 
7.6 
26.5 
12.6 
45.8 
73.l 
..... 
Ul 
Ul 
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Those backpackers hiking the trails portray the more 
purist-type in their responses to these questions. High 
disapproval was indicated towards 
available, having more public 
seeing drunks and seeing people 
having more services made 
campgrounds in the area, 
with handguns (Table V-19), 
Approval was expressed regarding campsites with no sanitary 
facilities, having more information made available and 
seeing nude swimmers. 
Generally speaking. those who go to the Gorge to party 
and have a good time are more favorable towards campsites 
with no sanitary facilities, seeing nude swimmers a~d seeing 
drunk people. Those who are day-hikers are more neutral 
regarding the kinds of camping facilities offered, yet tend 
to disapprove of seeing nudes, drunks and people with 
handguns: The purist backpacker prefers campsites with no 
sanitary facilities and seeing nude swimmers but still 
. disapproves of drunks and handguns. While the tourist types 
prefer more services and more public campgrounds, they 
disapprove o~ nudes, drunks and handguns. At every 
location, preference was expressed towards having more 
information made available abo~t the area. 
With such a large number of variables on preferences and 
recreational activities, it is difficult to see patterns 
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concerning how these variables are r1:lated to the 
recreational niches. That is, our purpose is to determine 
what types of recreationists, with what development 
preferences, tend to be found in each recreational niche. 
Because many of the development preferences and recreational 
activities are related to one another (i.e., people who 
engage in one activity probably engage in similar, 
compatible ·recreational pursuits and· have certain ideas 
;, 
about development)• we decided to try to reduce these to a 
smaller number of variables by using factor analysis. 
Fae.tor analysis is normally used as a means for determining 
whether there are "some underlying patterns of 
relationships" that exist such that the da~a set could be 
"rearranged ••• to a smaller set of components." 
The method of factoring used was principal factors with 
iteration, using oblique rotation. The oblique rotation 
allows the factors to be correlated if these relationships 
exist in the data. The delta for the oblique rotation was 
set equal to -1.00 (see Nie et al. 1975). The results o:: 
the factor analysis are presented in Table V-20. The 
analysis reveals six factors (designated F 1, F2 •••• FO). 
Those variables with an absolute loading of .35 or higher 
were taken as indicators of the meaning of the factor. 
These six factors have been labelled as follows: 
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Table V-20 -- Factor Analysis 
fl Variable F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 
1 Canoeing -.01 .01 ,31 -.21 .02 .08 
2 Fishing -.10 .02 GB] 1-. 38 I .OS -.01 
3 Hiking -.03 -.02 ,13 I .3s I .11 ,31 
4 Camping ,13 -.03 [&! ,13 ,14 .08 
5 Swimming .17 -.02 Q!J .01 -.01 -.02 
6 R, Climbing .29 -.08 .21 .12 .03 ,19 
7 Picknicking .09 .10 .17 .02 -.27 .30 
8 Birdwatching -.01 -.OS -.06 -.10 .03 Cg] 
9 Partying I ,631 .OS ,18 -.04 -.17 .OS 
10 4-Wheel:1]1g .07 .02 .04 F.36 l -.OS .07 
11 Hunting -.02 -.01 .07 -.26 .01 , ll 
12 More Services ,13 QID -.06 -.07 -.OS -.18 
13. Campsites-
wID no facilities .01 • 01 .06 .01 ,03 
14 More infor-
mat ion -.06 rn -.OS .os .OS .07 
15 More public 
campgrounds -.02 wil -.01 -.OS -.OS -.02 
16 Seeing nude 
[:lil swimmers -.OJ -.03 -.01 cm ,03 
17 Seeing drunk 
people ~ ,03 . -.06 -.15 .20 -.11 
18 Seeing people 
1-.J6 I with handguns .10 .01 -.01 .17 -.04 
Factor One: 
a composite 
{"seeing nude 
people") • 
"Hari!-Cor~ Pa_rtye£§." Factor one is 
of variables 9 ("partying") , 16 
swimmers") and 17 ("seeing drunk 
Factor Two: "!Q!!rist=y !_yoes," Factor two is 
composed of three variables, numbers 12 ("having 
more services available"), 14 ("having more 
information available"), and 15 ("having more 
public and private campgrounds"). 
Factor Three: "River ~·" Factor three is 
composed of three variables -- 2 ("fishing") , '+ 
("camping") and 5 {"swimming") • Variable 1 
("canoeing")· a·lso has a fairly high loading on 
this factor. 
Factor Four: "Day-Hikers." Factor four is · a 
composite of variables 3 ("hiking"), 2 ("fishing") 
which received a negative loading along with 10 
("4-wheeling") and 18 ("seeing people with 
handguns"), Minor negative loadings occurred with. 
variables 1 ("canoeing") and 11 ("hunting"). 
Factor Five: "Back-to-Natu~ ll.fil:t~·" Factor five 
is composed of variables 13 ("having campsites 
with no sanitary facilities") and 16 (" seeing nude 
swimmers"). Variable 7 ("picnicking") also 
received a fairly high loading. 
Factor Six: "Bird-watchers." Factor six is 
composed primarily of v~riable 8 ("birdwatching") 
yet variables 3 ("hiking") and 7 ("picnicking'') 
also received fairly high loadings. 
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The "types" of recreationists defined in the factor 
analysis generally support my hypothesis that recreational 
niches exist in the Red River Gorge. 
The "partyers" come to the Gorge in large groups to get 
"wild and crazy" (Marysville and Indian creek). The 
"touristy-types" want to drive through the Gorge, walk a 
couple of easy trails, take in the scenery and drive home 
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(Sky Bridge, Raven Rock and Chimney Top). The "river rats" 
come to canoe, swim, fish and picnic -- generally relax and 
have a good time. they are not necessarily interested in 
the ~ore traditional tourist sites in the area (turn-outs, 
bridges and Indian Creek). The "day-hikers" coie to hike, 
see the arches and picnic (Rock Bridge,· Grays Arch). Tha 
"back-to-nature" types are the backpa_ckers who come to the 
Gorge seeking· solitude and peacefulness in their more 
;, 
primitive camping experiences. "Bird-watche.rs" are the more 
serious types, studying the natural surroundings rather than 
manipulating them. 
After completing the factor analysis, factor scores for 
each of the six factors were computed for each of the survey 
locations. A factor score is a number which summarizes, in 
this case, ·each individual's score on all the variables that 
load on a given factor. Because we were interested only in 
the characteristics of individuals at the different survey 
locations, we computed means for the factor scores of all 
the individuals sampled at each survey location. These mean 
values were then compared to the population mean value for 
each factor. lith the exception of only a few cases, the 
significance between the population and sample means was at 
a level of_. 0005 (Tables V-21-26), These levels are due 
primarily to the large sample size. More meaningful in this 
instance, are the substantive differences in the means at 
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each location rather than the statistical significance 
levels. Because of a coding scale where a more positive 
response was indicated by a larger number, a high positive 
mean value correlates inversely with the factor. In 
essence, a high negative value is most significant. For 
example. from Table V-21, it can be seen that Marysville, 
Indian Creek and the canoe points correlate highest with 
factor one. These data lend support to these locations 
having previously been hypothesized as "partying" areas. On 
the other hand, Sky Bridge, Rock Bridge and Koomer Ridge 
have fairly high positive values; and therefore, correlate 
negatively with the partying factor. That is, individuals 
at those locations. are not "hard-core partyers." 
From Table v-22, Raven Rock and Sky Bridge register as 
the areas where more "tourist-y" types are found. 
Marysville, Grays Arch, and the trails in particular, 
register negative correlations. Sky Bridge has previously 
been recognized as a primary tourist spot. Raven Rock also 
emerged as such with regards to the development preferences 
discussed earlier in this chapter. It is only natural that 
backpackers hiking the trails would correlate negatively 
with the tourist motif. 
Marysville, the turnouts, Indian Creek and the canoe 
points all show high correlations with factor three, the 
• 
• 
1b2 
Table V-21 ~ Factor One - "Partving"1 
Standard Population 
Location Mean Deviation Size 
Marysville -.510 .873 287** 
715 Turnouts .043 .765 55* 
Sky Bridge .198 .823 509** 
Rock Bridge .202 .817 303** 
Chimney Top .143 .747 285** 
Keemer Ridge .231 • 720 249** 
Grays Arch -.029 .881 290 
Raven Rock -.072 .915 168* 
Indian Creek -.45.2 .908 198** 
Canoe points -.572 .920 35** 
Trails .008 • 726 117 
** indicates a .0005 level of significance 
* indicates a .005 level of significance 
Table V""22 -- Factor Two - "Tourist! Ty:ees"l 
• 
Standard Population • Location Mean Deviation Size 
Marysville .130 .850 287** 
715 Turnouts .084 .982 55** 
Sky Bridge -.140 .788 509** 
Rock Bridge .107 .821 303** 
Chimney Top .072 .821 285** 
Keemer Ridge -.061 .sos 249** 
Grays Arch .133 .sos 290** 
Raven Rock -.457 .777 168** 
Indian Creek -.071 .889 198** 
Canoe points -.012 .784 35 
Trails .350 • 769 117** 
** indicates a .0005 level of significance 
* indicates a .005 level of significance 
1 The asterisks indicate that at-test of the difference between the 
location mean and the total population mean is statistically signi~ 
ficant at the level indicated. In the text are indicated those 
that are most substantive!! significant. 
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river recreationist activities (Table V-23}. Three of these 
four locations are located on the river and would therefore 
correspond positively 
caters however, to 
to this factor. Indian Creek also 
the same kinds of variables which 
identified this factor, that is, fishing, camping and 
swimming. Negative correlations occur at Sky Bridge, Rock 
Bridge, Chimney Top and Raven Rock -- all of which offer 
either sightseeing or day-hiking type activities. 
Table v-24 shows positive correlations regarding day-
hiking at precisely those locations which provide such 
opportunities, .namely Rock Bridge, Koomer Ridge, Grays Arch, 
Raven Rock and the trails. Negative correlations occur at 
those locations which cater primarily to river recreation, 
that is, the turnouts, Indian Creek and the canoe points. 
The "back-to-nature" factor is most prevalent at the 
trails, the canoe points, the turnouts and Marysville (Table 
V-25). The canoe points probatly evidence themselves here 
due to the fact t liat one v ariatle identifying factor five 
was "seeing nude swimmers." ~any of the canoeists end up 
swimming during their river run. Both Raven Rock and RJck 
Bridge show fairly high negative correlations. 
Positive correlations to the "bird-watching" factor were 
found at Marysville, Koomer Ridge and Grays Arch. A high 
negative correlation appeared at Raven Rock (Table V-26). 
---·-·- ··-- --
Table V-23 -- Factor Three - "River Rats"l 
Location 
Marysville 
715 Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
Koomer Ridge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
Canoe points 
Trails 
Mean 
-.476 
-,330 
.222 
.248 
.148 
-.057 
.013 
.230 
-.537 
-.248 
-.026 
Standard 
Deviation 
.769 
.985 
.807 
.618 
.738 
.638 
.689 
.825 
• 741 
.835 
.613 
** indicates a .0005 level of significance 
* indicates a .005 level of siliuificance 
Table V-24 - Factor Four - "Day-Hikers"1 
Standard 
Location Mean Deviation 
Marysville -.015 .669 
715 Turnouts .379 .927 
Sky Bridge -.034 .647 
Rock Bridge -.189 .422 
Chimney Top -.098 .585 
Koomer Ridge -.150 .571 
Grays Arch -.186 .645 
Raven Rock -.426 .850 
Indian Creek .526 .932 
Canoe points .422 ,935 
Trails -.285 .499 
** indicates a .0005 level of significance 
* indic11tes a .005 level of significance 
1 The asterisks indicate that at-test of the 
location mean and the total population mean 
ficant at the level indicated. In the text 
that are most substantively significant. 
Population 
Size 
287** 
55** 
509** 
303** 
285** 
249** 
290 
168** 
198** 
35** 
117 
Population 
Size 
287 
55** 
509* 
303** 
285** 
249** 
290** 
168** 
198** 
35** 
117** 
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difference between the 
is statistically signi-
are indicated those 
Table 25 - Factor Five - "Back-to-Nature"l 
Standard 
Location Mean Deviation 
Marysville -.174 .617 
715 Turnouts -.188 .677 
Sky Bridge .098 .728 
Rock Bridge ,154 .637 
Chimney Top -.008 .645 
Kooiner Ridge .082 .578 
Grays Arch -.058 .668 
Raven Rock .177 .694 
Indian Creek -.051 • 729 
Canoe points -.236 .690 
Trails -.432 ,588 
** indicates a .0005 level of significance 
* indicates a .005 level of significance 
Table 26 - Factor Six - nBird Watchers"l 
Standard 
Location Mean Deviation 
Marysville -.139 .595 
715 Turnouts -.040 .910 
Sky Bridge .108 .658 
Rock Bridge -.026 .529 
Chimney Top -.090 .643 
Koomer Ridge -.112 .572 
Grays Arch -.128 .677 
Raven Rock .404 .770 
Indian Creek ,051 .674 
Canoe points .080 ,754 
Trails -.043 .533 
** indicates a .0005 level of significance 
* indicates a .005 level of significance 
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Population 
Size 
287** 
55** 
509** 
303** 
285 
249-
290** 
168** 
198** 
35** 
111-
Population 
Size 
287** 
55 
509** 
303 
285** 
249** 
290-
168** 
198** 
35** 
111-
l The asterisks indicate that at-test of the difference between the 
location mean and the total population mean is statistically signi-
ficant at the level indicated, In the text are indicated those 
that are most substantively significant, 
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In general, these factor score means correspond highly to 
the recreational niches. Marysville, Indian creek and the 
canoe points come out as the earty spots. Sky Bridge, aaven 
Rock and· Koomer Ridge cater more to the tourist types. Cay 
hikers are found primarily at Chimney Top, Rock Bridge and 
Grays Arch while the backpackers are found along the trails. 
River recreationists are found at precisely those locations 
along the river. 
In summary, the data presented in the last two chapters 
gives support to the hypothesis that there do exist in the 
Red River Gorge, specific locations that are occupied 
primarifY by visitors pursuing similar kinds of leisure time 
activities. In essence, given the socio-demographic 
the recreationists, their dansity characteristics of 
tolerance levels, development preferences and desired 
recreational activities, the "recreational niche" hypothesis 
can be supported. Yet what kinds of management implications 
does this network of niches have for the recreation manager 
working in the area? Because most of the land in our 
society is "taken," any decision made regarding the future 
of a particular wilderness area is important to society on a 
general level as well as to those who utilize this specific 
area. The concluding chapter of this ?~port will discuss 
some management alternatives for aed River Gorge, 
particularly those implied by the existence of the niches, 
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but also more generally, those dictated by society's present 
and future needs. 
CHAPTER VI - MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 
If efforts 
opportunities, 
Recreati~ Management: The Issue 
to insure adequate outdoor 
to guarantee preservation 
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recreation. 
of scenic 
resources, and to enhance the quality of our environment are 
to generally be effective, they must exist as integral 
considerations in any public program. 
cannot function independent of all 
iilderness recreation 
other needed services 
provided by the government. The problems and opportunities. 
of outdoor recreation can only be properly understood when 
considered in terms of the whole society, the whole economy. 
Consequently, much ·attention has recently been given the 
role of leisure in the life and economy of the United States 
today and for the future (Clawscn and Knetsch 1966:3). The 
greatest possibilities for meeting future recreation de~ands 
exist primarily in "intermediate rural areas" -- that is, 
those regions between the urban metropolis and the purely 
resource-based areas. 
In the Dnited States today, agricultural use is fairly 
stabilized and future urban growth largely restricted to the 
peripheries of already-existing metropolitan areas; hence, 
the opportunity .stands to formulate and implement policies 
directed toward the preservation and enhancement of the 
quality of our rural landscapes (Styles 1975:56). An 
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immediate challenge which presents itself is the 
conservation of "strategically-located scenic resource 
areas," the setting aside of prime agricultural and other 
lands important to our natural resource base, and the design 
and location of highways, water projects ·and other 
developments in such a manner as to consider their 
comprehensive impact on the environment. Presently, in both 
' urban and rural areas, there tends -to be a "planning vacuum" 
concerning recreation and land preservation -- a trend ,hich 
must be reversed (Styles 1975:56). 
As Clawson states, if recent trends in recreation use 
.continue, within several decades total recreational use 
figures will be absurd. The public sector cannot continue 
to provide such areas at present rates. More importantly, 
it must be noted that due to population pressures, the 
quality of the outdoor recreational experience will soon be 
drastically reduced in many areas unless some sort of action 
is taken (Clawson:1967). In essence, whether there is 
enough land to go around is questionable. Some argue that 
we cannot afford to acquire and preserve new resource-based 
areas and at ~he same time, continue to support those rural 
lands used for agricultural purposes. To be argued here is 
that both should and can be done. That agricultural 
products must be grown is of general agceement. 
Notwithstanding, to the extent that a full range of 
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recreational areas and facilities are provided, the better 
the chance of limiting the use of our resource areas so as 
to preserve the resources themselves and at the same time, 
guarantee a certain level of quality experience for the 
. 
recreationist (Styles 1975:56). The over-riding goal must 
simply be a "balanced system", extending all the way from 
small-scale subsistence farmers to industrial, urbanized 
wastelands. National Parks and other wilderness areas which 
have as yet to receive recognition and hence, formal 
protection, are desired by all other parts of the system. 
The Red River Gorge is a case in point. Located 
approximately 130 miles from Cincinnati and only 60 miles 
from Lexington, it is a "strategically-located scenic 
resource area,;, that offers a "full· range of facilities" 
which have to date, been able to guarantee the 
recreationists a "certain level of quality" experience, Yet 
as Clawson recognizes, the. threat of population pressures, 
whether it be on the society and economy as a whole or on 
one wilderness recreation area in particular, is a grave 
one. If visitation to the Gorge is allowed to increase with 
no major man3.gerial· actions tc compensa.te for the greater 
visitation rates, the recreational experience for many 
-visitors may soon be drastically reduced. 
The notion of a "balanced system" pertains not only to 
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the system in its entirety, but also to the individual units 
within that system. Hence, each wilderness recreation area 
must achieve its own harmony or balance. "Balance" suggests 
the notion of several parts or components measured against 
one another to work toward an equal weight of each part. 
The concept of "design capacity" as defined by Leonard 
(1976:20) involves such a synthesis and concerns the inter-
relatedness of several components of a wilderness rec~eation 
area. The management of a resource-oriented recreation area 
such as the Gorge is conditioned by three basic factors: 
• 
(1) the desire and expectations of the visitors, ( 2) the 
capability of the resource to sustain certain levels of 
recreational use, and (3) the intensity of management that 
is available ko the area (Branch and Fay 1977:145). 
The "desires and expectations" of the recreationist can 
usually te defined by a range of alternatives. At one end 
of the scale ~ight be those areas where one anticipates 
encountering large numbers of people at highly-developed 
sites with numerous facilities avail.able. At the other end 
of the scale would te those areas where one would expect to 
meet only a few, ' if any, people and where visitor 
conveniences would essentially be non-existent. 
The "capability of a resource area" concerns the amount 
and kind of use the area can sustain. This variable is 
somewhat difficult to quantify 
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in terms of allowable 
recreation pressure.. Visual assessment of present 
conditions of the site would give a general indication. 
combining this assessment with resource evaluation for 
possible facility development would further determine the 
resource capability of an area. 
"Intensity of management" deals with the amount of funds 
and effort an organization is willing to commit to a 
particular area. This varies according to tr.e amount of use 
an area receives as well as to site conditions. For 
· instance, the fragile condition of high-elevation recreation 
sites often requires more intensive management to maintain. 
Along the same lines, if administrators decide they can only 
provide a minimum level of management, then the use of a 
site may have to be minimized or its deterioration may have 
to be accepted. 
These three variables, identified by Branch and Fay and 
essential to Leon.ard' s concept of "design capacity, 11 pertain 
directly to the management issues facing the Red River Gorge 
today. The major goals of the research project~ Kentucky 
Wild Rivers: Present ~ 
Performance .a.Jll!. social Carrying 
which this repol't is a part) , 
Anticipated Demand, Public 
Capacity {cited earlier and 
have been to establish the 
desires,of users, to identify any conflicts which might 
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exist between the various parties affected by tte agencies 
policies, and to formulate recommendations for the 
management agencies in light of data gathered regarding both 
the recreationists and the landowners. To be addressed in 
detail here are parts of these larger components, namely, 
(1) the Red River Gorge visitor's definition of a high-
guality experience in light of responses regarding density 
tolerance levels, development preferences and perceived 
management problems, and (2) those managerial issues which 
concern primarily the visitors and managers but also the 
landowners as well. within the context of addressing the 
Gorge management dilemma from 
it will be argued below 
these different perspectives, 
that preservation of the 
"recreational niches" that exist in the area will best serve 
the interests of all parties involved. 
As mentioned above, from the recreationist•s standpoint, 
the most effective wilderness regions as predicted by 
Clawson, will be those areas which are strategically-located 
to urban areas and which offer a wide variety of facilities, 
thereby catering to a diverse population. AccordiLg to 
these conditions, the Red River Gorge should today serve as 
an "effective wilderness area," and indeed it does. Yet as 
Clawson conditions her statement, so must it be here. A 
most important variable which cannot be excluded is that of 
population. And unfortunately, as the Gorge area has fit 
• 
• 
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the model presented thus far, so it does again, for recent 
increases in visitation may be threatening what appears to 
be the high-quality experience which the area presently 
offers. 
ln an effort to understand how the Red River Gorge has 
achieved its effectiveness as a public recreation area, the 
"recreational niches" will be summarized briefly below. To 
be noted in particular are the range of activities that are 
pursued in the Gorge as well as the various kinds of people 
utilizing the area and .their reactions to both their 
physical and social environments • 
• 
! Summation: 1'..h.2 "Recreational Niches" ..ll 1!.tl Rive-r Gorge 
In reference to the definitions of "niches" from Odum and 
Barth presented earlier, the idea of "recreational niche" 
implies the role of an individual in the total recreation 
area and his relationship both to his natural surroundings 
and to other recreationists. As is evident in 7able vr-1, a 
wide variety of niches can be identified using such criteria 
for Red River Gorge. 
Marysville is essentially the "hat spot" party area. 
This isolated wilderness frontier provides an ideal place 
for young kids, mostly from Cincinnati, to go to the Gorge, 
party-hearty, "get-down" on drugs and "play it cool" for the 
Location 
Marysville 
715 Turnouts 
Sky Bridge 
Rock Bridge 
Chimney Top 
• 
Table VI-1, 11Recreational Nic;hes11 in Red ~ Gorge 
Attributes 
Degraded wilderness; 
large groups. young couplea. 
_!!2 familiea; camping. 
hiking. awiD1111ing, rapelling 
Wilderness. water; some 
locals, young families, no 
hikers; picknicking, swiD1111ing, 
fishing, _!!2 camping 
Scenic; couples-especially 
older. families; day hiking. 
picknicking, _!!2 river rec, _!!2 
camping 
Semi-rugged; young couples and 
families,·some groups; 
picknicking, day hiking, 
backpacking 
Spectacular overlook; couples 
and families (all ages). young 
groups; hiking, picknicking. 
rock climbing 
Type of Niche 
11Big-time11 partying; primitive, 
frontier. apectacular river 
scenery; kids from Cincinnati; 
low development preferences; 
high denaity tolerances 
11Drive-in'.' recreation; primitive 
riverfront scenery; family types; 
low development preferences; high 
density tolerances 
Tourist spot; developed; sightseers; 
high development preferences; 
high density tolerances 
Multi-purpose; forest wilderness; 
diverse population-picknickers, 
sightaeera. backpackers; moderate 
level development preferences; 
1110derate density tolerances 
Scenic spot. 11big-time11 rock climbing; 
semi-developed. gorgeous view; 
sightseers. climbers; moderate develop-
ment preferences; high density tolerances 
... 
...... 
U\ 
Location 
Koomer Ridge 
Grays Arch 
Raven Rock 
Indian Creek 
Canoe Points 
Trails 
Table VI-I, Continued. 
Attr
0
ibutes · 
Wilderness setting; 
families, aome couples, 
some groups; camping, 
access to day hiking and 
backpacking, no river rec 
Deep-woods wilderness; 
young couples, groups, 
some families; hiking, 
picknicking, backpacking, 
no river rec 
Spectacular view; locals, 
families, young couples, 
some groups; sightseeing,. 
some camping,.!!!!_ hiking 
Wilderness, waterfront; 
families, couples, large 
groups; camping, swimming, 
fishing, some hiking 
Riverfront; large groups; 
.canoeing, some picknicking, 
some swiuning 
Primitive environment; 
young, some couples, some 
groups; backpacking, camping 
!nJe o_{ Niche 
Attractive campground; conveni~nce-
oriented, developed; 
family types, high development 
preferences; high density 
tolerances 
Multi-purpose; frontier-primitive 
surroundings; diverse young population; 
low development' preferences; low 
density tolerances 
Scenic overlook; rugged; sightseers; 
high development preferences; 
high density tolerances 
Multi-purpose; primitive frontier; 
working claaa locale; moderate 
development preferences; high 
density tolerances 
"Partying canoeists"; primitive; 
beginner canoeists; moderate 
development preferences; high 
density tolerances 
''Rugged recreation"; spectacular deep-
woods wilderness; 11 hard,-core1' packers; 
low development preferences; low 
density tolerances 
--..I 
Cl'I 
• 
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week-end. 
The 212, turnouts provide families a more primitive kind 
of picnic area and locals enough isolated riverfront to 
enjoy a quiet afternoon of fishing. 
~ Bridge gives older couples an opportunity to enjoy 
the wilderness. The trail is easy, safe and the view 
spectacular. Picnic tables and grills cater to more 
elaborate cook-outs. 
Rock Bridge gives a taste of the more rugged wilderness 
for those who want to conveniently picnic also. The trails 
are somewhat more rugged and provide a deep-forest 
environment within only a short distance. Yet back at the 
parking lot, the picnic area provides grills and tables to 
relax and eat a good meal. 
Chimney Top provides· the visitor with.-a.IL-- awesome, 
spectacular view. Similar to Sky Bridge, the trail is easy 
so that a wide range of people visit this site. ?icnicking 
however is somewhat more primitive as there are no tables or 
grills. 
Keemer Ridcre is the one official campground in the area. 
It provides families a place to camp with some conveniences. 
At the same time, there is close access to both short trails 
and the more rugged, longer trails. 
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Grays!!£!!.. is much like Rock Bridge in that it provides 
for various kinds of activities, thereby catering to a more 
diverse population. Picnic tables are available; the trail 
is beautiful and the arch spectacular; backpackers also have 
access to rugged trails. 
Raven Rock has a beautiful scenic overlook if one is -
successful in driving the treacherous road to get there. 
!lost people would go there fo.r the view; some would camp 
overnight on top of the rock. It has recently been bought 
by the federal government an.d is tel'.1porarily closed to the 
public. 
• 
Indian Creek provides a beautiful camping area for locals 
from the immediate area who have been "run out of the Gorge" 
by the descending thousands of visitors. Cool, secluded 
swimming holes are also found as well as isolated fishing 
spots. The canoe ooints serve canoeists primarily. La-rg.a-. 
groups start down riva.r with their canoes heavily-laden with 
beer and food and come out of the river nine miles and fou=-
six hours later with stomachs satisfied and slightly light-
headed. All in a days fun! 
The trails are for the purists. Backpackers in search of 
serious hiking, rugged wilderness and deep forest 
"untrammeled by man", are found camping off these trails, 
swimming in the creeks, and exploring rock shelters and 
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caves. 
In summary, given the fact that the Red aiver Gorge 
offers such a wide range of recreational activities and in 
doing this, has come to serve as a week-end Pget-a-way~ for 
such a diverse population, management should make every 
effort possible to preserve these characteristics of the 
Gorge area when it does not conflict with other goals. The 
various managers who are presently responsible for the Gorge 
all recognize that certain problems exist in the area which 
must be adequately addressed given the increases in 
visitation and the resulting threat to the visitor's high-
guality recreational experience. 
Manacrement Issues~ Perceived ll.I. ~ Visitor 
As mentioned above, most critical to any management 
agency is the realization of certain goals, which ia the 
case of the Bed River Gorge are (1) providing the 
recreationist a high-quality wilderness experience, (2) 
protecting the environment {both physical and human) in as 
natural a state as possible, and (3) providing adequate 
management implementation given existing capabilities. 
Achievement of the objectives within the framework of the 
existing recreational niches is ~t an easy task. 
Compounding the burden are the numerous management issues 
which concern not only the recreationists but the landowners 
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and managers as well. 
.. 
In the visitor survey, the recreationist was asked 
whether ·he/she felt there were any management problems in 
the Gorge area, and if so, to describe them briefly. 
Approximately seventy-four percent of those who responded to 
this question felt there were nc management problems in the 
area. From the remaining twenty-six percent a vast array of 
problems were given from which several major categories of 
issues can be derived. These include the availability and 
quality of facilities, environmental degradation, 
legislative restrictions, conflicts among recreationists, 
and the nature of present management. As will become 
obvious later in this chapter, all of these categories were 
also evident upon analysis of the managers• responses to 
questions regarding various aspects of Gorge management. In 
examining the various responses which fall within each of 
these categories, general indications can be made regarding 
the recreationist • s expectations of a high-quality 
recreation exrerience. 
The responses pertaining to the availability and quality 
of facilities include poor road and trail maintenance, no 
facilities {in reference to Indian Creek), poor sanitation, 
not enough information available and the fact that the 
information center is clpsed much of the time .• Destructive 
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forces to tb.e environment include litter, graffiti, logging, 
fire damage, erosion, and trampling of vegetation. 
Legislative issues involve camping and drinking 
restrictions, 
construction 
land 
and 
acquisition policies, 
unregulated private 
possible dam 
property. 
Recreationists experience some conflict among themselves 
regarding alcohol abuse (hard partyers), handguns, vandalism 
and violation of camping rules. Perceived management 
problems include inadequate law enforcement, lack of Forest 
Service personnel patrolling the area, conflicts between 
various agencies, and lack of funds for proper care. 
From this seemingly long list of responses, it is most 
important to note that both positive and negative attributes 
concerning management were identified. Values depend on to 
wh·om reference is made and can be used· to provide 
definitions of quality experiences for the variety of 
visitor types. Por ex~mple, a backpacker might list poor 
trail maintenance, lack of facilities, no stores and closed 
campgrounds as positive factors contributing to a high 
quality experience while a tourist at Sky Bridge might 
regard these as negative attributes causing a lo~ quality 
experience. 
The numerous management issues which were identified by 
the Gorge visitors are given their character (i.e. positive 
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or negative .value) according to recreational niche. Sy 
preserving the niches, high quality recreational experiences 
can hopefully be had by a high percentage of the visitors. 
If the area were to be developed in the future as strictly a 
day-hikers area, many others who 
would "lose out" so to speak. 
presently visit the Gorge 
Fishermen, canoeists, 
backpackers, rock climbers, campers and even the hard-core 
partyers would either come to the Gorge and engage in hiking 
-- an activity which may not especially appeal to them -- or 
more likely, they would choose to recreate in other areas 
where their desired recreational pursuits could be sought. 
The question then arises as to whether such areas exist. As 
maintained by Clawson, society cannot continue to provide 
more and more recreational areas there is a limit to how 
much land can be utilized as such. More efficient policy 
wo.uld be to manage areas that are conveniently located and 
that offer a wide range of recreational opportunities such 
as the Gorge, 
demands. 
more effectively to cope with increasing 
Management Issues~ Perceived _h:L Managers 
Those managers working directly in either planning or 
implementation of management policies were interviewed to 
elicit their perceptions regarding various management issues 
(Appendix Bl • As might be expected, the ca tegorfes listed 
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are somewhat more extensive than those identified by the 
visitors. They include overuse, nature of management 
capabilities, drug-alcohol abuse, environmental degradation, 
law enforcement, safety hazards, implications of various 
legislation, facilities, resident-visitor conflicts, and 
manager-resident conflicts centered around land ownership 
policies. Various levels of management tended to indicate 
various concerns. The county ·sheriffs for example, 
primarily addressed those .issues regarding safety, drug 
abuse, and law enforcement. Those working at the state 
level were concerned with issues which focused on planning 
rather than implementation, namely, lack of adequate funding 
for management, environmental 
various legisla~ion, lack 
protection, implications of 
of coordination between 
responsible agencies, and relations with local residents. 
Those at the federal level were concerned with problems 
associated with overuse, environmental degradation, safety 
factors, and manager-resident conflicts (which focused 
primarily on general disrespect on the part of visitors for 
landowners property, i.e. vandalism and trespassing) 
Generally speaking, the Red River Gorge does not apiear 
to be overused. Yet in a few, isolated areas, overuse is 
quite obvious either because of environmental damage ~r 
vehicular congestion. Although most concern is expressed by 
managers, a few visitors recognized that some a=eas were 
• 
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suffering from overuse. One man interviewed at Grays Arch 
stands out in my mind for he seemed extremely upset about 
overuse of the entire Gorge area. After telling him that 
some areas may temporarily be closed off to allow their 
rejuvenation, he responded: 
area off. I don't care. 
"I wish they'd close the entire 
There are plenty of other places 
to go. Give this place a rest!" And he was dead serious. 
Drug and alcohol abuse is not a wide-spread problem 
throughout the area, but occurs primarily in Marysville and 
Indian Creek. 
usually very 
Those who participate in such activities are 
outspoken against managers, particularly the 
county and state law officers. On one occasion, patrolmen 
raided Marysville at 3:00 in the morning, dumping people out 
of hammocks, shining flashlights in their faces and holding 
them at gunpoint. They arrested anyone who had a:cohol 
and/or drug's at a $25 fine for each. Another frequent 
occurrence is for cars to be stopped at the Slade exit of 
the Mountain Parkway. Police request drivers licenses, 
search the cars without proba~le cause, 
is found, all are arrested and put 
and if any alcohol 
in jail. 
recreationists understandably resent such actions, 
Many 
yet to 
take these officers to court is more expensive than most can 
afford. So at !10 an arrest, the sheriffs are making quite 
a haul. During one particular week-end, the three county 
sheriffs maae at least one hundred arrests collecting $1000 
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over a period of just two days! 
There are numerous safety problems in the Gorge. Most 
center around recreationists who have had either too much 
alcohol or drugs and consequently, get lost in 
winter weather or fall off one of the high cliffs. 
freezing 
T~ere 
are also some rock climbing accidents, resulting primarily 
from inexperienced climbers trying to accomplished more than 
they should. On the average, there are about sixty injuries 
in the Gorge per year and about half of these require 
hospitalization. Two-three deaths occur ea;h year. Search 
and rescue operations are actually the responsibility of 
state and local governments yet they have no funding. No 
search and rescue teams exist as such~ The Forest Service 
assists the local agencies in those situations where they 
cannot meet the needs. Local residents also cooperate in 
such operations. 
Many parts of the Gorge are suffering from environmental 
degradation. Destruction occurs in several forms, namely 
grafTiti, 
compaction, 
underbrush. 
living trees being cut, litter, erosion, soil 
campfire scars, logging, and trampling of 
The Forest Service is currettly tryin~ to 
reduce visitor impact through either site-reinforcement 
(i.e., asphalt trails such as exist at Sky Bridge) so that 
people can use a particular area without causing it damage, 
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or dispersion of people by planning trail locations. 
Unfortunately,· the few visitor.s who abuse the land, tend 
to damage not only public but private land as well. I asked 
one of the local residents who owns 15 acres of riverfront 
{in llarysvill~ how he felt about his land and its abuse. 
"I don•t like the litter and these people who cut the live 
trees the most. ! don't care whether people come on my 
property or not, but I do care what they do while they're 
• 
here -- this disrespect for something which isn • t theirs. 11 
The landowner uses his land to camp on just as everyone 
else, though he admits he prefers the winter season because 
there are less people. He favors selling out to the 
government and when asked Wh!, replied, "I use this land to 
camp on and nothing else. I can still ca:np regardless of 
whether the government buys my land or not. " As long as he 
will still be able to recreate on it as he does now, this is 
all that concerns him. 
Some problems have also arisen from people being 
vandalized. llanagers disagree as to whether locals ace 
vandalizing the visitors or whether just the opposite is 
occurring. The point to be made here, is that in some 
cases, a lot cf property is being stolen and it is usudlly 
almost impossible to catch the thieves. For e~ample, two 
men went camping overnight and left their car in the parking 
187 
lot at Marysville. During the night, someone broke into the 
car and stole between $400-550 worth of camping equipment 
and cameras. 
leaving cars. 
They had no idea this area was not safe for 
They also have absol"utely no clue as to who 
might have done this. These areas are not patrolled on a 
daily basis. At most, sheriffs are in the area one week-end 
and five-six week days per month. -
Unfortunately, most landowners do not have such positive 
feelings toward managers of the Gorge area. Such feelings 
are associated primarily with the condemnation-acquisition 
policies which have been inflicted on them by the Forest 
Service. They resent being told they inadequately manage 
their land (usually litter is associated with private 
landholdings). Rather, they complain that fault lies not 
with them but with the recreationists who show no respect 
for their lan~ -- trespassing as they wish and leaving trash 
and campfire scars. Instead of helping private landowners 
post their lands and set up campaigns to inform the Gorje 
visitors that private lands do exist in the area (over sixty 
percent of the recreationists surveyed thougl.t less .than 
twenty 
actually 
percent of the land 
appcoximately forty 
was privately-owned 
percent is owned by 
when iil 
private 
landowners), the Forest Service has teen blaming landowners 
for the visitors• actions. 
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while providing for us recreationists a place to ease our 
"adaptation" to a more urban-oriented way of life, 
management is forcing others to adopt new kinds of life-
style as they are being thrown off their land. One manager 
working at the state level resents these specific policies 
of the Forest Service as they have acted to discourage any 
trust or cooperative relations government agencies might 
have had with local residents. As it stands today, the 
locals are di.strustful of any government official, 
regardless of his position and/or purpose. Under such 
circumstances, effective comprehensive planning is difficult 
to achieve (see Beebe 1983 for detailed discussion of 
manageme"nt recommendations regarding landowners in the Gorge 
area). such problel!s suggest the need for changes in 
attitude toward those affected 'by policy as well as revising 
. the policies.themselves. 
~ Recommen~ations 
Lewis and Marsh see major recreation management problems 
stemming from the fact that river managers are often forced 
to address "complex sensitive issues without adequate 
resource and user data" (1977:30) ~ As evident from the data 
base presented in this report , a large multitude of 
information relevant to Red River Gorge recreation 
management is available. Yet mere fac~s and figures are 
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useless wi tho11t interpretation. A series of recommendations 
regarding those ,management issues concerning the Red River 
Gorge recreationist will be presented below. ·rhese 
suggestions are based not only on the quantitative data 
presented in Chapters IV and V, but also on certain more 
qualitative impressions gained from close acquaintance with 
the area and personal contacts with some of those involved. 
(1) The physical carrying capacity of Red River Gorge 
should be established, followed by an estimation of 
the number of visitors the area can sustain while 
maintaining its present capacity. 
The amount of damage caused by recreational users must be 
controlled. This can be done through several means: (1) 
reducing the total number of visitors to the Gorge area, (2) 
reducing the number of visitors to already-damaged areas 
within the Gorge (such as Marysville), (3) active dispersal 
of visitors to the various areas, (4) increasing the control 
for destr11cti ve visitors and forbidding their use of the 
Gorge completely, and {5) increasing the ability of some 
areas to sustain large numbers of visitors (e.g. by 
asphalting trails, constructing large parking lots, etc.) 
and directing use to these areas. 
Given present budget constraints at all levels of 
management responsible for the Gorge, current visitor 
population levels should be maintained or even decreased. 
Although it has been suggested that a large majority of 
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I visitors come either from Kentucky or Ohio, I ran across a 
large number of people from Chicago who were in the Gorge 
because of an article printed in the Chicago !rib~~~ (April 
1980) describing its spectacular beauty. Although the state 
of Kentucky may see sue~ encouragement as beneficial, this 
type of publicity probably should be avoided as much as 
possible given present-day management capabilities. Uo one 
directly involved wants more visitors. Larger numbers of 
recreationists are not desired by either landowners or 
management personnel. 
It should be noted that on the whole, visitors felt they 
were already encountering more people . . . than their optimum 
levels. In light of such feelings, steps should probably be 
taken to decrease present visitor density levels. An 
obvious way to accomplish this would be to simply direct 
recreaticnists in such ways as to disperse them throughout 
the area according to density preference levels. Visitors 
should be encouraged to hike some of the lesser-known trails 
rather than directing everyone to Sky Bridge. Only rarely 
did we meet any recreationists on the Sheltowee Trace and 
the trails running along the south side of the river. 
People could be made more aware of these trails through the 
Forest Service maps and by better marking their access 
points along the roads. 
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controlling destructive visitors is not. an easy task. 
Yet in the Gorge, destruction is heavily concentrated in the 
Marysville area as described previously. Adding to its 
having been environmentally "raped", is the fact that the 
area has no sanitary facilities and is only cleaned up at 
most once a year (by Sierra Club groups). Several 
alternatives exist for this area. aanagement could patrol 
the area more consistently which would discourage its use as 
a "get high and party-hearty" hide-out. Although the 
possibility exists that these hard-core get-downers wouli 
simply move to another area it isn't likely. One of the 
main attractions of Marysville is its easy access by 
automobile (both camping equipment and drinking supplies are 
heavy, especially for large groups of people), and its large 
parking lot. There are not many "out-of-the-way" places 
with such easy access. A second alternative might be to 
establish a Forest Service campground in the area. This 
possibiiity would be contingent upon either the Forest 
service purchasing some of the land or reaching an agreement 
with some of the landowners to enable them some control of 
the land. An established camping ground would probably rii 
the area of most partyers as its main attraction is its 
"unorganized, la~4less fron-tier" (Scott and oe:-:alt 1982: 160). 
In essence, most Gorge visitors act according to 
information received by word of mouth. They don't hike soma 
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of the lesser-known trails simply because they don•t know 
about them. As evidenced from the development preferecce 
data (Chapter V), at all survey locations the visitor wanted 
more information made available about the Gorge. Larger 
trails markers., more trail maps, and better-advertised 
camping spots would all help to disperse recreationists more 
eve_nly throughout the area, which would in turn help to 
maintain high-quality recreational experiences. 
(2) Management agencies responsible for Red River Gorge 
should act to increase their levels of management 
in the area. 
Immediate responses might include better maintenance of 
trails and camping areas, trash collection, more consistent 
patrol of the area, monitoring use of areas potentially 
overused an~ increasing presence of information dispersal 
devices (e.g. Forest Service personnel, maps, or posted 
directions for those needing help). Given limited resources 
of all agencies involved, this recommendation is addressed 
primarily to the Forest service for two reasons: (1) they 
have at least some jurisdiction over a large portion of the 
area, and ( 2) they have comparatively speaking, more 
resources than either the state or county. 
Trail/campground maintenance and litter collection are 
obvious necessities for safety and sanitary reasons. 
Unfortunately, trail signs are often missing or someone 
turns them the wrong way. One woman hiking alone was lost 
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for over a week because someone had turned one of the trail 
signs in the opposite direction. One location is known for 
the rats that come and attack the garbage or campers• food 
at night. ~eeping the place clean and monitoring trail 
condition would help to alleviate these problems. 
More consistent patrol of the area would lend toward 
increasing the safety of visitors as drug/alcohol users 
would be discouraged from using the Gorge as their hide-out. 
Monitoring the use of areas would prevent large amounts of 
land from becoming environmentally degraded. Changes could 
be made before damage occurred either by a more precise 
indication of those areas to be used (i.e. asphalted trails) 
or closing off areas temporarily to allow them some rest. 
Information could be dispersed more effectively by some 
centrally-located information center. A less-costly 
alternative would be to have the Forest Service trailer at 
the entrance to Rock Bridge open for longer periods of time. 
!tis recognized that most of the above improvements cost 
money. The Forest Service personnel interviewed all 
indicated that they need more money to effectively mar.age 
the area and that the lack thereof is the main problem. 
Investigation was not made as part of this research as to 
whether new money is necessary or whether re-allocation of 
available funds would be adequate. 
(3) In future recreationist 
that anthropological 
considered. 
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research, it is recommended 
research techniques be 
In any field research, anthropology as a discipline 
advocates that those techniques used must adhere to the 
"spe_cial requirements of the local scene" (see Chapter III) • 
Par_ticipant observation is one means of getting at the local 
scene and in this instance, it enabled the early 
identification of potential recreational niches which later 
came to dominate the research. Without such an approach, 
surveying might have been done solely at Sky Bridge and 
Chimney Top and our understanding of Red River Gorge 
recreation would have been different as well as inaccurate. 
(4) Given wilderness recreational land shortages, 
management agencies responsible for areas offerinJ 
diverse recreational opportunities should act 
strongly to preserve this diversity. 
The niche concept is one means of defining an area•s 
diversity. The recreational niches define various kinds of 
visitors by ~rea, making it easier for management to (1) 
encourage or discourage certain users, and (2) direct 
visitors to those areas which will offer them high-quality 
experiences (as defined by their specific desires). As 
indicated by the existence of recreational niches, 
management agencies must recognize that the Red River Gorge 
visitor is not a member of a homogeneous group of wilderness 
recreationists. Feelings about high-quality wilderness 
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experiences cover a large number of possibilitias. In 
providing a wide-range of recreational opportunities, tne 
Gorge is hopefully able to fulfill most visitors• hopes for 
quality recreation. And indeed, as indicated by the high-
level of satisfaction rates (Table V-7), its diversity is 
its success. To cater to the recreational niche should be 
top priority if the public is to be effectively served. 
conclusion 
Public policy making is never a simple task. To achieve 
a balanced recreational area where a variety of 
opportunities are offered for various types of 
recreationists is a hea~y burden. The question therefore 
remains as to whether this goal is a legitimate one. Should 
an area provide recreaticn only for the middle-class segment 
of our scciety or should we strive to serve a wider public? 
Because more acquisition of large amounts of natural lands 
for recreational purposes is highly unlikely, those areas 
such as the Gorge, which offer recreation to such a wide 
range of people, must be protected at all costs. 
Aldo Leopold predicted in 1949 that 
"all conservation of wildness is self-defeating, 
for to cherish we must see and fondle and when 
enough have been seen and !ondled, there is no 
wildness left to cherish." 
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We can be thankful that Leopold has been proven wrollg ill 
this instance. Thousands of visitors "see and fondle" the 
Gorge each year, and while it may be questionable whether 
wildness prevails in some areas, the Red River Gorge in its 
entirety is still very much in a state of wildness as 
evidenced by the diverse environments which prevail there. 
It is precisely this diversity which has . cre_a ted the 
recreational niches. To actively cherish ·the Red River 
Gorge is to preserve its 
effectively be achieved 
diversity. 
through 
formulation. 
all those 
Comprehensive in the 
affected namely the 
Protection can most 
comprehensive policy 
sense of involvement of 
recreationists, t'he 
landowners and the _managers -- in the planning process. 
Working together, those characteristics of the Gorge so 
cherished by each party can l:e assured protection, and in so 
doing, the Red River Gorge can continue to be seen and 
fondled by society's ~aried populace. 
APPENDIX A 
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My name is I'm an anthropologis.t.. __________ _ 
from the University of Kentucky. I'm part of a research team fund-
ed by the Office of Yater Research and Technology, Department of 
the Interior, that is studying the use and management of Kentucky's 
wild river areas. Ye are particularly interested in getting your 
views about what aspects of the use of these rivers are pleasing 
to you and are of concern to you. Our research will serve as one 
source of information for the. formulation of better management 
plans for these river.areas. You are free to refuse to answer all 
or any of our questions if you so desire. If you would like fur-
ther information about the goals, procedures or any other aspect 
of this research, please feel free to ask. 
A. 
1. Where do you live? 
city or town county state 
2. How many people are in your group, counting yourself? ------
Please indicate by number how many of the people with you are: 
3. family members-----
4. friends -----
5. How many days do you plan to stay, (or have stayed) on this 
visit to the Red River Gorge? ---------
6. Including this visit, how many times have you visited the Red 
River Gorge in the last two yaars? -------
7. Did you stop to vacation elsewhere before coming to the Red 
River Gorge? 
a. Yes: 
b. No -------------------~ 
8. If you continue your vacation after leaving the Red River 
____ Gorge, where will you go? --------------------
9. When have you visited the Red River Gorge? (Please circle all 
that apply). 
1. Spring 
2. Summer 
3. Fall 
4. -Winter 
10. When do you prefer to visit the Red River Gorge? 
1. 
2. 
Spring 
Summer 
3 •. Fall 
4. -Winter 
5. I like the Gorge equally well in all seasons. .. - .:: - --··- ..:---:::--= ------
-----~f you prefer one particuiar season, please state why: -----
11. Do you belong to any conservation or recreation groups? 
a. No 
b. Yes {please list) 
12. Are you here with a conservation or recreation group? 
a. No 
b. Yes (Please list) -------------------
13. How did you find out about the Bed River Gorge? 
l. on my own 
2. family or friends 
3. government agencies or other official sources 
4. live or have lived in the area 
5. advertisement or news 
6. conservation or recreation groups 
14. What is the MAIN reason that you came to the Red River Gorge? 
Please circle only .Q!!!. of the following: 
l. natural beauty 
2. sense of co111111UI1ion with God 
3. peacefulness 
4. to be with friends or family 
5. partying 
6. get away from everyday routine 
7. outdoor exercise 
8. to take it easy 
9. to experience the rugged life 
B. 
l. While you are in the Red River Gorge, what will you do: Please 
check all that apply: 
l. canoe 7. picnic 
2. fish 8. birdwatch 
3. hike 9. party 
4. camp 10. "4 wheeling," off the road 
5. swim vehicle 
6. rock climb 11. hunt 
12. other 
2. Ot these activities, which is the MAIN activity for which you 
came? Please list only .Q!!!. activity. 
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3. How would you rate the recreational opportunities in the Red 
River Gorge for your main-activity? 
c. 
Excellent 
+2 +l 0 -1 
Poor 
-2 
While you're here for recreation, we'd like to find out how 
many people you would prefer to see. While you are doing the 
MAIN activity for which you came (canoeing, camping, hiking, 
partying or whatever) ••• 
1. How would you feel about seeing .!!2. other people, beside your 
own group? 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
2. How would you feel about seeing~ other person, beside your 
own group? 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
3. How would you feel about seeing,! other persons, beside your 
own group. 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
4. How would you feel about seeing l other persons, beside your 
own group? 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
5. How would you feel about seeing 4 other people ••• 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4. +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
6. How would you feel about seeing 5 other people ••• 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 · 
7. How would you feel about seeing.&_ other people ••• 
very 
. _ favorable 
+5 - +4 +3 
neutral 
+2 +l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
.... unfavorable 
. -4 . -5 
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8. How would you feel about seeing 7-8 other people ••• 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
9. How would you feel about seeing 1=!.Q. other people ••• 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
10. How would you feel about seeing 11-15 other people ••• 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
11. How would you feel about seeing 16-30 other people ••• 
very 
favorable 
+5 . +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
12. How would you feel about seeing more than 30 other people ••• 
very 
favorable 
+5 +4 +3 +2 
neutral 
+l O -1 -2 -3 
very 
unfavorable 
-4 -5 
• 13. Please estimate how many people (outside your own group) you 
actually saw while doing your~ activity (canoeing, camping, 
hiking, etc:.) 
1. nobody 
2. one other person 
3. two other people 
4.. three other people 
5. four other people 
6. five other people 
7. six other people 
8. 7-8 other people 
9. 9-10 other people 
10. 11-15 other people 
11. 16-30 other people 
12. more than 30 other people 
14. How did you feel about seeing this number of people? 
Not enough people Just right Too Many People 
+2 +l 0 -1 -2 
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15. Have you ever had any contact with the people who live around-
here? 
l. No 
2. Yes, positive contact 
3. Yes, negative contact 
Please describe briefly: 
16. What percentage of the land in Red River Gorge is privately 
owned? 
D. 
0%-10% 10%-25% 25%-50% over 50% 
Please circle the number below that expresses how you would feel 
about the following in the Red River Gorge: 
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Strongly 
Approve Approve Neutral Disapprove 
Strongly 
Disapprove 
l. Having more services 
available (groceries, 
gas stations, 
restaurants) 
2. Campsites with no 
sanitary facilities 
3. Having more informa-
tion available about 
the area (information 
centers, exhibits, 
signs) 
4. Having more public or 
private campgrounds 
available in the 
Gorge 
5. Seeing a group of. 
nude swimmers 
6. Seeing a group of drunk 
people 
7. Seeing people with 
handguns 
l 2 
l 2 
1 2 
l 2 
l 2 
l 2 
1 2 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
E. 
1. Do you know the Red River may become a part of the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers system? 
l. Yes 
2. No 
2. If the Red River is included in the Wild and Scenic River 
system, it~ be.preserved in free-flowing condition, the 
water quality will be protected, and development will 
be limited. How would you feel about this? 
strongly 
in favor 
+2 +l 
neutral 
0 -l 
strongly 
opposed 
-2 
3. Who do you think is mainly responsible for managing the Red 
River Gorge? 
l. don't know 
2. no one 
3. local landowners 
4. county government 
5. state government 
6. Federal government 
4. Do you feel that there are any management problems in the Red 
River Gorge? 
l. No. 
2. Yes 
Please explain: 
5. Have you noticed any negative effects on the ~ in the Red 
River Gorge? 
l. No 
2. Yes 
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Please explain:-----------------------------------------------------
6. Have you noticed any negative effects on the WATER in the Red 
River Gorge? 
l. No 
2. Yes 
Please explain: 
Do you feel the Red River Gorge is: 
7. Under used over used 
-2 -1 0 +l +2 
8. Enviroumentally In its natural 
damaged state 
-2 -1 0 +l. +2 
9. Poorly managed 
-2 -1 0 +l +2 
F. 
1. Age 
2. Sex 
3. Occupation 
4. Please circle the highest amount of education you have 
completed: 
1. grade 0-8 
2. grade 9-11 . 
3. high school diploma 
4. some college or additional schooling 
5. Bachelor's degree 
6. some graduate work 
7. graduate degree 
5. Where did you grow up (to age 18)? Please circle only~ 
answer. 
1. on a farm or ranch 
2. in a small town (2,500 or less people) 
3. in a town or small city (2,500--25,000 people) 
4. in a city (25,000--100,000 people) 
5. in the suburb of a large city 
6. in a large city (over 100,000 people) 
6. Please mark your overall feelings about this visit to the Red 
River Gorge: 
Extremely 
satisfied 
+2 
Satisfied 
+l 
Neutral 
0 
THANK You: 
Dissatisfied 
-1 
Extremely 
Dissatisfied 
-2 
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DO NOT FILL IN. FOR INVESTIGATORS'· USE ONLY. 
Type of camper 1. missing data 
2. tent 
3. not camping 
4. RV 
5. car camper 
6. backpacker 
Type of boater 1. missing data 
2. not boating 
3. flatboat 
4. canoe 
5. rubber raft 
6. kayak 
Type of hiker 1. missing data 
2. not hiking 
3. day hikers 
4. more than one day hikers 
5. rock climbers 
Sunny Overcase Rainy CA SA ECS EA 
• 
* * * * 
Appendix B 
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RED RIVER GORGX MANAGEMENT INfEkvtm~ 
My nm. is Sara Aluander. I am mi mithropologist from the University 
of Xeu.tucky, I am pert of a research team studying the use and managenmit 
of the Bed River Gorge area. During the past two sU1111111Brs we have been do-
ing a s,avey of the recreatiom.sts in the Gorge in an effort to determine 
the sociode111Dgraphic characteristics of the visitors, the kinds of recreation 
in which they engage, their prefenmcea tor recreational mid other develop-
mmts in the area, mid their perceptions of the mn.ag-t of the Gorge. 
'l'he purpose of this interview is to find out bow you, as part of the 
manaae-t syst- of the Gorge, feel about present-day, as well as future, 
lllllD&geDEDt issues of the area, the enri.z:OWlleUtal condition of the Gorge 
today, mid the potantial future of the area, w1.th particular regard to the 
proposed National Wild mid Scenic 11wr dengnatiou. My ult1mata goal in 
this research is to provide 1Dfoz:mation that will be useful in 111811aging 
the Red lliwr Gorge in the future. Please feel free to refuse to answer arry 
of the questions if you so desire. If you would like further information 
about this research, please feel free to ask. 
A. General Information 
1. Name 
2, Ses 
3. Age 
4. Highest level of education 
s. Employer 
6. Position 
7. How long employed 
8. NatUTe of work in the Goz:ge 
9. How long working in the Gorge 
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B. Management 
1. Do you feel there are any critical management questions facing the 
Gorge today? 
Any others? 
a. To what are these attributable? 
b. Is anything beinp. done about them? • 
C• Bas anything ever been done in the past? 
' 
d. Will anything (more) be done (in the future)? 
209 
2. '!here are several sources of management in the C',ory,-local, county, 
state and federal. Do you mow of any conflicting mana~t problems 
between i:hese different levels? 
a, What? Why'l Between whom'l 
Any others? 
b. Are any efforts being l!lade to deal with these conflicts? 
3, Have there been or are there any 1111111agement problems caused by the 
recreationists who come to the Gorr,e? 
ii.. \11.at? When? '-lhe re? 
... 
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My others? 
b. Is anything being done to remedy the situation? 
c. Will anything (more) be done (in the future)? 
4. Have there been or are there any manai>:ement problems in the Gorfe caused 
by the residents (Powell, Uenifee, Wolfe counties) of the area? 
a.. What? When? (t-1ho?) 
Any others? 
b. Is anything being done to remedy this situation? 
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c. Will anythin~ (more) be done (in the future)? 
S. Do you 1m- if there 118" been .or are any problems between the residents 
in the area ad the visitors to the Gorge? 
a. Nature of? 
. 
Any others? 
b. Due to What? 
c. Remedies? 
. . 
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C. Environmental Condition 
1. Have you noticed any ecolotical chan~ in the Gorl"e over the past ten 
years (or as long as you have been working in the area)? 
Any others? 
a. To what are these attributable? 
b. If detrimental, do you k:no~, of any action being taken to remedy these 
processes? 
c. Do you know of any future plans to remedy these processes? 
2. Have you noticed any negative effects on the 1!!!!! in the Red River Gorge? 
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Any others? · 
a. Due to what? 
b. Is anythine being done? 
c. Has anything been done in the past? 
.. 
d. Will anythin,. (more) be done (in the future)? 
3. Have you noticed any ne~ative effects on the water in the Rec River 
Gorge? 
Any others? 
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a. Due to what? 
b. Is anything beinr, done? 
c. Has anything been done in the past? 
d. Will anything (irore) be done (in the future)? 
4. Have the recreationists affected the environment of the r.orye in any 
way? 
a. w"bat? Where? 
Anything else? 
• 
• 
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b. Is anythinp: beinr, done? 
c. Are there any plans for dealing with this in the future? 
5. Have the recreationists affected the esthetic resources and/or scenic 
attractions in the Gorp:e area? 
a. What? rlhere? 
Anything else? 
b. Is anythinp: beinr done? 
c. Are there any plans for dealin8 with this in the future? 
• 
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D. Future of the Gorre 
1. As yau probably know, the Red P.iver is currently being considered for 
inclusion in the t-1ild and Scenic river system. 
a-. What effects do you think this ~Till. have (if desir;nated)? 
b. llow do you feel about the desiima,tion? 
c. Positive/negative consequences? 
1. Visitors? 
2. Residents? 
3, Manar,ement? 
•• 
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4. Ecolop:y? 
2. In conclusion, what do you think 'WOuld be the best thinir that could 
be done for the Red River Gorr,e? 
a. Devel.~t preferences? 
b. Feeli:igs toward rettUl,ation/control (ll!Onitoring use)? 
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